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.to a solicitor to make a will, and the solicitor prepares it in 


accordance with those instructions, all that is necessary to make 
it a good will, if executed by the testator, is that he should be 
able to think thus far, ‘I gave my solicitor instructions to 
prepare a will making a certain disposition of my property. I 
have no doubt that he has given effect to my intention, and I 
accept the document which is put before me as carrying it 
out.’” Accordingly, in that case the jury pronounced in favour 
of a will, the instructions for which were given when the 
testatrix was quite competent, but the execution of which took 
place after she had fallen into a state of coma, and when it was 
only with difficulty that she could be roused to consciousness. 
In Perera v. Perera the circumstances were similar. On 
the lst of June, 1896, Pzrera, who was then very ill but quite 
conscious, gave instructions for his will to a notary. The notary 
was between two and three hours taking the instructions, and 
the testator had his deeds before him. By the 4th of June, 
when the will was brought for execution, the testator had 
become much worse, and was in a state of stupor. He was 
roused, however, and the will was read over to him clause by 
clause. There was considerable evidence that he understood it, 
but, at any rate, he was sufficiently conscious to execute it in 
reliance upon the notary having carried out his instructions, and 
in accordance with the rule quoted above, the will was held to 
be valid. The rule was fitly described by Lord Macnacuren, 
who delivered the judgment of the Judicial Committee, as good 
law and good sense. 


Drrricutty has frequently arisen over tenancy agreements 
which contain a provision that the rent shall not be raised, or 
that the tenant shall not be disturbed, so long as the rent is paid. 
In Doe v. Browne (8 East 165) there was an agreement to lease 
at a certain yearly rent, and that the lessor should not raise the 
rent, or turn the tenant out, so long as he paid the rent. Lord 
Ex.ensoroven, C.J., held that this was either a yearly tenancy, 
in which case the condition restricting the usual right to give 
notice to quit was repugnant and void ; or it was a lease for life 
and was bad as not being created by deed; and upon this point 
Lord’ Epon, C., agreed with him when the case was in 
equity: Browne v. Warner (14 Ves., p. 158). In Cheshire 
Lines Committee v. Lewis (50 L. J. Q. B. 121) there was a 
written agreement by a railway company for a weekly 
tenancy, and at the same time a written memorandum that 
the tenants shou:d have the premises until the railway company 
required to pull them down. Here again it was held that if 
the tenancy was weekly the added term was repugnant; 
while, if it was for a longer period, this must be for life deter- 
minable on the happening of a certain event, so that to be 
effectual it should have been by deed. In Adams v. Cairne 
(Zimes, 11th inst.), decided by the Court of Appeal this week, the 
special circumstances of the case enabled the court to givea 
decision more conformable to the intentions of the parties. A 
lessee held under a term which would expire on the 
24th of June, 1901. In January, 1900, he let part of 
the premises to the plaintiff for a barber’s shop at a rent 
of 7s.a week by a memorandum which contained the words, 
“the rent not to be raised during my present tenancy.” The 
sub-tenant paid £20 for the business and expended £10 or 
£15 in doing up the shop, so that he clearly contemplated 
remaining for a substantial period. The lease was surrendered to 
the defendant, the freeholder, who claimed to treat the plaintiff 
as merely a weekly tenant, and, but for the restriction upon the 
term during which his rent was not to be raised, he would have 
been liable to summary notice to quit. That term, however, 
was expressly limited to the residue of his lessor’s term, and 
consequently there was no question, as in the previous cases, of 
the creation of a freehold interest. The intention of the parties 
was to create a tenancy to last till the 24th of June, 1900, 
and to this intention the Court of Appeal held that effect 
ought to be given. 





In PuTTiING uP for sale by auction property which is subject 
to restrictive conditions, it will be well to bear in mind the 
decision given by Bucxuzy, J., recently in Dougherty v. Oates 
(ante, p. 119). There the conditions provided that certain 





property was sold ‘‘ subject to certain reservations, covenants, 
restrictions, and stipulations as to building, drainage, roads, 
carrying on trades, and other matters contained” in certain 
specified conveyances, ‘‘ which conveyances are now produced,” 
and the purchaser was to indemnify the vendor against the 
performance of the covenants. The conditions do not seem to 
have been published prior to the sale, nor were the conveyances 
produced for inspection until the sale was about to take place. 
They were then held up and shewn to the audience, but no 
particulars as to their contents were given or asked for. The 
property was sold and a deposit paid. When the pur- 
chaser’s solicitors came to examine the abstract, it was 
found that the covenants referred to were not ordinary 
covenants restrictive of building, but were positive covenants 
binding the covenantor to erect buildings of a specified 
value within a limited time. The buildings had not been 
erected, and the purchaser objected to complete on the ground 
that these covenants should have been disclosed at the auction. 
On the strict letter of the conditions the objection was perhaps 
untenable, inasmuch as the purchaser had had some chance of 
examining the deeds before purchase. Practically, however, 
the actual occasion of sale is no time for making investigations 
into title, and if the vendor has not given to intending pur- 
chasers ample i as md of doing this beforehand then he 
must stateepecifically at thesale any fact which is likely to influence 
a purchaser. “It is,” said Sriruine, J.,in Re White and Smith’s 
Contract (44 W. R. 424; 1896, 1 Ch. 637), “ primd facie the duty of 
the vendor to disclose all that is necessary to protect himself, 
and not the duty of the purchaser to make inquiry before 
entering into a contract, and this is so whether the sale be by 
public auction or private contract.” The vendor discharges his 
duty if he gives intending purchasers the opportunity of 
inspecting the necessary deeds before the sale, but he does not 
discharge it by simply producing them at the sale when they 
cannot be perused ; and if he does not state specifically so much 
of their contents as the purchaser ought to know, the purchaser 
will be entitled to the relief which Buoxtzy, J., granted in the 
present case. He may avoid the contract and recover his 
deposit. 





Wuenre UNDER the provisions of a statute specified acts may 
or must be done by an individual, it is frequently a matter of 
doubt whether the privilege may be exercised or the condition 
satisfied by relegating the performance of the act to an agent. 
The question has recently arisen in Bevan v. Webb (49 W. R. 548) 
with respect to the provision of section 24 of the Partnership Act, 
1890, which confers on partners the right to inspect the 
partnership books. “The partnership books,” so runs rule 9, 
“are to be kept at the place of business of the partnership, 
. . . and every partner may, when he thinks fit, have access to 
and inspect and copy any of them.” Is this a right which a 
partner must exercise in person, or is it competent for him to 
send an agent to inspect the books?” It is well known that 
in some cases the courts have been very reluctant to admit an 
agent to the benefit of statutory provisions when the statute 
does not mention him. This is so, for instance, with respect to 
the signing of acknowledgments under the Statutes of Limita- 
tions, and unless agents are expressly mentioned signature 
by an agent is ineffectual. But in general the presumption 
seems to be the other way, and where a statute requires an act 
to be done, and there is no reason to suppose that it need be 
done in person, then the services of an agent may be invoked. 
This is so im reference to signing a memorandum of associa- 
tion under section 6 of the Companies Act, 1862, and a signature 
by an agent will be effectual to bind the principal: Re Whitley 
Partners (834 W. R. 505, 82 Ch. D. 387). In the case of 
inspection of partnership books there seems to be good 
reason for allowing the intervention of an agent. The 
partner himself may for various reasons be unable to 
inspect the books effectually himself, and he is practically 
deprived of his right if he cannot employ a_ substitute. 
Cottins, L.J., in his judgment in Bevan v. Wedd cited the argu- 
ment of Linpuey, L.J., in Mutter vy. Eastern and Midland Railoay 
Co. (36 W. R. 401, 38 Ch. D. 92) with reference to the 
analogous question whether the right of a shareholder to inspect 
a register under the Companies Clauses Act, 1845, includes the 
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right to take copies. 
“ having conferred the right to inspect, the court ought not so 
to construe the statute as to render the right conferred illusory, 
and if the court were to hold that in such a case as the present 
the right to inspect existed, but the right to take copies did not, 
the court would in effect be rendering the statute of no avail.” 
For a similar reason Corzins, L.J., held that the right to inspect 
partnership books could be exercised by an agent, provided it 
was not exercised in such a way as to be prejudicial to the other 
partners, and the same view was taken by the rest.of the court. 
The contrary decision of Joyoz, J., was accordingly reversed. 





Tue case of McQuinn v. Richards, which was heard by way of 
appeal from the conviction of a police rm vegoen at the London 
Sessions recently, is one which ought to be carefully noted by 
inspectors under the Food and Drugs Acts. The appellant was 
a dealer in milk, and the respondent, an inspector, purchased 
a sample of milk from a servant of the appellant for the purpose 
of having it analyzed. The inspector, purporting to act under 
the provisions of section 14 of the Act of 1875, divided the 
sample into three parts, putting each part into a bottle with a 
glass stopper, which he then fastened with a string and a 
leaden seal. One of these was returned to the servant and a 
second was sent to a public analyst. On the hearing of a 
summons under section 6, the certificate of this analyst shewed 
that water had been added, but another analyst, employed by 
the defendant, certified that he had analyzed the sample returned 
to the servant, and that it was pure. In this state of things the 
case was adjourned, and the third sample was sent to the 
Government analyst. He also certified that water had 
been added, but stated that the stopper of the bottle sent 
to him could be removed and replaced without breaking 
the string. On appeal, it was contended that this circumstance 
was fatal to a conviction, as it was a condition precedent to such 
a prosecution that the samples should be so securely fastened 
up as to prevent the possibility of any tampering with them 
without detection. Section 14 of the Act of 1875, directs “ each 
part to be marked and sealed or fastened up in such manner as 
its nature will permit.”” And under’ section 22 of that Act, as 
amended by section 21 of the Act of 1899, a magistrate is bound 
to send a sample to be analyzed by the Government analyst if 
requested, and may do so at his discretion without request. 
Hence it appears that the Government analyst is made a sort of 
tribunal of appeal when other analysts differ. It is most 
important, therefore, that any tampering with the samples 
should be made impossible, and it is clear from the words of 
section 14 that this is the intention of the Legislature. The 
contention on the part of the appellant was accepted by the 
court, and the conviction was quashed. It ought not to be 
& very difficult matter to seal and fasten up samples in a 
satisfactory and secure manner. Anyhow, inspectors should 
take warning from this case that, unless they can manage to do 
> very probably proceedings for adulteration will prove 
abortive, 





A Few weeks ago the case of Graham v. Wroughton was 
commented upon in these columns (ante, p. 573), and the 
unsatisfactory state of the law with regard to section 21 
of the Public Health Act, 1875, was emphasized. In our 
last issue (ante, p, 637) a‘ correspondent drew attention 
to another, gad for practical men an equally important, 
decision—the ‘case of Matthews yv. Strachan (ante, p. 618), 
upon the extent of the right of the local authority under 
section 25 of that Act to regulate the drainage of newly- 
erected or rebuilt houses. Section 25 provides that with 
respect to the drainage of such houses the local authority may 
a dove such regulations as to size and materials, level, and 

as on the report of their surveyor “may ap to the 
urban authority to be necessary for the effectual _ ne nl of 
such house, and the drain or drains to be constructed shall 
émpty into any sewer which the urban authority are entitled to 
we... .” In Matthews y. Strachan the urban authority, 
on the report of their cal gave notice to the 
ant to construct two drains m his house, one to 


actin 


‘* Parliament,” said Linpiey, LJ % dealt with sewage, another for surface water to connect with 


another sewer which dealt with the surface water. The 
appellant only constructed one drain for both surface water 
and sewage, and upon the hearing before the magistrates the 
surveyor admitted that the one drain was sufficient to drain the 
house, and that he had reported in favour of the two drains 
because the general sewerage system of the district was dealt 
with on that plan—namely, keeping separate surface water and 
sewage matter. The magistrates convicted, but a Divisional 
Court quashed the conviction, on the ground that the section 
limited the local authority to certain requirements, and that in 
this case those requirements had gone beyond what was necessary 
for the ‘‘ effectual drainage” of the house. Now this case, as 
our correspondent points out with some force, seems to run 
counter to the principle of the decisions of Graham v. Wroughton 
and of Kinson Pottery Co. v. Poole Corporation, which clearly 
laid down that the local authority could prevent a person con- 
necting his drain with their sewer unless the sewer was 
constructed to carry the kind of sewage matter which the drain 
would discharge into it: see ante, p. 574. But it must be re- 
membered in this connection that section 21 of the Public 
Health Act, 1875, upon which Graham v. Wroughton and the 
Kinson Pottery Co.’s case were decided, deals with the general right 
to and mode of connection with sewers of ali drains, whether new 
or old, while section 25 only deals with the mode of construction 
of drains to new or rebuilt houses. It would seem clear—if any- 
thing can be said to be clear in relation to these matters—that, 
although the local authority may, in dealing under section 21 
with the connection of an already existing drain with their sewer, 
refuse to allow the discharge of sewage matter into a sewer not 
constructed to receive it, the local authority cannot refuse to 
allow connection with any existing sewer in the case of a new 
drain constructed in accordance with the provisions of section 25. 
Because, be it observed, section 25 says “the drain . . . 80 
constructed shall empty into any sewer which the urban authority 





are entitled to use.” 





Havine REGARD to these words, it seems difficult to see how 
to get out of the following illogical and inequitable result. 
Supposing a local authority no sewerage system proper, but 
has a sewer which carries off, say, surface water only, the person 
who wished to connect his existing drain with that sewer could 
not do so, but the person who built a new drain would have that 
right. Our correspondent suggests—and rightly, it is sub- 
mitted—that bye-laws framed with the object of compelling the 
construction of two drains are wltra vires. Moreover, where no 
sewer existed except for surface water, such bye-laws would be 
of no avail, since both must empty into the one sewer. On the 
other hand, in certain districts it is often very necessary to deal 
with surface water and sewage matter separately, and it is 
certainly unfortunate if the wording of section 25 precludes the 
local authority making such regulations for new drains as shall 
enable them to do so. It is to be observed that the section 
clearly contemplated that there might be more than one drain, 
since the seem, are “drain or drains,” and it is quite possible 
that the result of having only one drain in such cases would be 
that in low-lying districts the sewers would become flooded and 
force back the sewer gas through the drains, with results 
that might be disastrous. But, as our correspondent points out, 
in such a case it would be the district, and not the house, which 
was ineffectually drained, and it is the duty of the local 
authority to deal with that. When, however, a district is 
actually drained by a double set of sewers, a local authority is 
clearly entitled, in regulating the mode of connection under 
section 21, to say with which sewer the drain shall connect. But 
this is of little practical use if they cannot prescribe a double 
set of drains. They could not even do this-at their own expense 
as the law at present stands. It seems hopeless to expect any 
solution to the difficulty short of an amending and codifyin 

Public Health Act putting the law upon an intelligible an 

sound working basis. 





ScaRcELY ANYTHING can be found in the English Law Reports 
concerning the liability of a father for the wrongful acts of his 





tarry sewage matter to connect with their sewer which 


unemancipated children, In the life of Lord Expoy, by Horacs 
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Twiss, it is mentioned that the aged ex-Chancellor could 
remember in his schoolboy days being carried, with two other 
boys, before a magistrate for robbing an orchard, and that he 
added, ‘‘the magistrate acted upon what I think was a rather 
curious law, for he fined our fathers each thirty shillings for our 
offence.” Lord Expon was evidently astonished that a father 
should be made liable in a penalty for an offence committed by 
his son, and he would very likely have been as much surprised 
if it had been sought to make the father liable in an action of 
trespass. In Moon v. Towers (8 O.B.N.S8, 611), an action of 
trespass and false imprisonment against a father, the plaintiff 
relied upon acts committed by the defendant’s son, a young man 
under age. Wi.es, J., said: “I am not aware of any such 
relation between a father and son, though the son be living 
with his father as a member of his family, as will make the acts 
of the son more binding upon the father than the acts of any- 
body else. The tendency of juries when persons under age 
have incurred debts or committed wrongs to make their relatives 
y, should, in my opinion, be checked by the courts.” The 
earned judge goes on to say that if the father authorized the 
tort, or clearly ratified its commission, he would be liable, but 
that the father is not liable in damages for the torts of his 
child committed without his knowledge, consent, or sanction, and 
not in the course of the employment of the child. We 
assume this to be a correct statement of the law of 
England with regard to the liability of parents, and that 
this law is at the present day considered reasonable and 
satisfactory in English-speaking communities. But the law 
of France and those nations which have adopted the Code 
Napoleon takes a wholly different view. Section 1384 of 
that Code enacts that the father, and the mother after the 
death of her husband, are responsible for injuries caused by 
their minor children living with them. The above 
liability exists unless the father or the mother prove that they 
were unable to prevent the act which gives rise to such liability.” 
It is easy to follow the reasoning by which these different laws 
are supported. In our own country we consider that no one 
ought, as a general rule, to be responsible for acts not his own, 
and that without proof of authority, express or implied, a 
father ought no more to be liable for the act of his son than for 
that of a stranger. It is true that a husband was formerly held 
liable for his wife’s torts, the liability being based upon a 
= of necessity as well as justice, for as the wife could not 
sued alone, the person injured would, if the husband had 
been free from liability, have been left without redress. But this 
principle did not apply to a wrongdoer who was a minor, inasmuch 
as an action could be brought against him. But in foreign states it 
was probably thought that such an action would be a barren 
remedy, and that the only means of compelling a father to keep 
proper control over his children, and to restrain them from 
mischief, was to make him liable for their trespasses. They in 
fact regarded the liability of the father for the trespasses of his 
children very much in the same way as his liability for the 
trespasses of his cattle and sheep. It may be that the foreign 
law is the more logical of the two, but we have never heard 
that the English law had been the subject of complaint in 
this country. 








JUDGMENTS IN DEFAULT FOR DAMAGES. 


Tue case of Lyre v. Eyre, of which a report will be found in 
another column, raised a question of great interest and im- 
nce. It will stand almost alone among reported cases, 
ause Mr. Justice Bucxnitt withheld his decision on the real 
point at issue with the avowed purpose of allowing time for 
the matter to be brought to the attention of the Rule Committee 
in preference to giving a judgment which would have the effect 
of upsetting the established practice on an important point. 
We cannot doubt that the matter will receive the prompt con- 
sideration of the Rule Committee, for, whether the judge’s view 
is right or wrong as to the meaning of the rule in question, the 
mere fact that it has been considered for twenty-five years to 
mean one thing, and when after all that time its meaning is 
called in question the judge comes to the conclusion that it 
means something entirely different, and that the practice of a 
quarter of a century has been wrong—this fact, we say, is alone 





sufficient to shew the urgent necessity which exists for the re- 
drafting of the rule. 

The actual point at issue in Zyre v. Eyre was whether a writ 
indorsed with the words “The plaintiff’s claim is for damages 
for slander” was within the meaning of ord. 13, r. 5, of the 
Rules of the Supreme Court, which allows interlocutory judgment 
to be entered in default of appearance for damages to be 
assessed. In considering this point the following rules are 
involved :— 

Ord. 13, r. 5.—Where the writ is indorsed with a claim for 
detention of goods and pecuniary damages, or either of them, and the 
defendunt fails, or all the defendants, if more than one, fail, to 
appear, the plaintiff may enter interlocutory judgment, and a writ of 
inquiry shall issue to assess the value of the goods and the damages, 
or the damages only, as the case may be, in respect of the causes of 
action disclosed by the indorsement on the writ of summons. But 
the court or a judge may order that, instead of a writ of inquiry, the 
value and amount of damages, or either of them, shall be ascertained 
in any way which the court or judge may direct. 

Ord. 13, r. 12.—In all actions not by the rules of this.order other- 
wise specially provided for, in case the party. served with the writ, or 
in Admiralty actions in rem, the defendant does not appear within 
the time limited for appearance, upon the filing by the plaintiff of a 
proper affidavit of service, and, if the writ is not specially indorsed 
under ord. 3, r. 6, of a statement of claim, the action may 
proceed as if such party had appeared, subject, as to actions where an 
account is claimed, to the provisions of order 15. 

Ord. 27, r. 4.—If the plaintiff's claim be for detention of goods and 
pecuniary damages, or either of them, and the defendant, or all the 
defendants, if more than one, make default as mentioned in rule 2, 
the plaintiff may enter an interlocutory judgment against the 
defendant or defendants, and a writ of inquiry shall issue to assess 
the value of the goods, and the damages, or the damages only, as the 
casemay be. But the court or judge may order that, instead of a writ of 
inquiry, the value and amount of damages, or either of them, shall be 
ascertained in any way which the court or judge may direct. 

Ord. 27, r. 11.—In all other actions than those in the preceding 
rules of this order mentioned, if the defendant makes default in 
delivering a defence, the plaintiff may set down the action on motion 
for judgment, and such judgment shall be given as upon the 
statement of claim the court or a judge shall consider the plaintiff to 
be entitled to. 


Order 13 deals solely with default of appearance, and order 
27 with default of defence. The two orders run on parallel 
lines. Order 13 says that where the defendant makes default 
of appearance and the claim is (a) for a liquidated demand, or 
(b) for recovery of land, or (c) for a claim comprised in rule 5, 
which we do not now define, as it is the question in dispute, the 
plaintiff may on proof of due service sign judgment in default. 
Order 27 gives the plaintiff the same right in default of defence, 
subject to order 30 (Summons for Directions). 

The whole question in Lyre v. Eyre turned on the true con- 
struction of the words in ord. 13, r. 5, ‘‘ Where the writ is 
indorsed with a claim for detention of goods and pecuniary 
damages, or either of them.” There are two possible ways of 
construing this sentence—namely : 

(1) Where a writ is indorsed with a claim for detention of goods 
and —— damages, or for detention of goods, or for pecuniary 
damages for detention of goods, &c. ; or, 

(2) Where a writ is indorsed with a claim for detention of goods 
and = ria. dsuuges, or with a claim for pecuniary damages of 
any kind. 


The difference between these two constructions is fundamental. 
If construction (1) is right, then ord. 13, r. 5, applies only to 
actions of detinue, and there is no rule allowing interlocutory 
judgment to be entered in default for any other claim for 
damages, If, on the other hand, construction (2) is right, then 
ord. 13, r. 5, applies alike to actions of detinue and all other claims 
for unliquidated damages. 

Bucknitt, J., was clearly of opinion that construction (1) is 
right, and that on the wording of the rules neither ord. 13, r. 5, 
nor ord. 27, r. 4, entitles the plaintiff to enter judgment in default 
on a claim for damages apart from damages for detention of 
goods. The learned judge, however, stated that as it had 
transpired that the case would not in any event be taken to the 
Court of Appeal, he was not prepared to give a decision which 
would have the effect of setting aside a long-established practice 
which, he was informed, existed not only in England but in 
Ireland also on similar rules. For the purposes of the particular 
case before him, he was empowered, without deciding the 
question of construction involved, to set aside the judgment on 
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terms under ord. 27, r. 15, and he preferred, in the circumstances, 
to take that course. 

There can be no doubt that the question involved in Zyre v. 
Eyre was one of primary importance. Appendix A., Part IIL., 
sec. iv., prescribes no less than eighty forms of different claims 
for damages to be indorsed on writs of summons. Hitherto 
every one of these claims has been considered to come within 
ord. 13, r. 5, and ord. 27, r.4. Thousands of judgments have 
been entered in default of appearance or defence for damages 
to be assessed, and the validity of these judgments has never 
before been questioned by any case argued in open court. 
The claim in Lyre v. Eyre was in the actual words prescribed by 
one of these forms—namely, ‘‘The plaintiff's claim is for 
damages for slander.” If that claim is not within ord. 13, r. 5, 
then none of the other prescribed claims for damages are within 
that rule. 

Assuming, for the sake of argument, that claims for damages 
generally are outside the scope of ord. 13, r. 5, we will consider 
for a moment what is to happen. If that be so, ord. 13, r. 12, 
and ord. 27, r. 11 (which we print above), apply. The plaintiff 
cannot take immediate judgment in default of appearance, 
but under the former rule he must file a statement of 
claim, and after the time for defence has expired, he must 
under the latter rule set down the action on motion for judg- 
ment. In the King’s Bench Division this would be heard by a 
Divisional Court. Under ord. 27, r. 11, the court is empowered, 
and indeed bound, to give “‘such judgment as upon the state- 
ment of claim it shall consider the plaintiff entitled to.” The 
claim being unliquidated, it can only order an interlocutory 
judgment to be entered. How are the damages to be assessed ? 
It is a notable fact, as a possible indication of the intention of 
the Rule Committee in passing ord. 13, r. 5, and ord. 27, r. 4, in 
their present form, that in both of those rules a mode of assess- 
ment is prescribed—namely, by the sheriff under writ of inquiry. 
Ord. 27, r. 11, does not prescribe any mode of assessment. The 
court has power to give an interlocutory judgment, and would 
under its ordinary jurisdiction have to refer the question of 
damages to a referee. Now Eyre v. Eyre was argued as if it 
were a hardship on a defendant who has failed to appear to 
have a judgment entered against him for damages, to be 
assessed without the particular nature of the damage bein 
stated. One answer, of course, is that he could have appear 
and demanded a statement of claim. But, apart from that, there 
is another aspect of the matter which demands attention— 
namely, the hardship which would be inflicted on defendants if 
they were deprived of the privilege they now possess of per- 
mitting an action for damages to go without appearance to 
immediate assessment. Take a common instance—an action for 
damages for personal injuries. The defendant cannot, and does 
not wish, to dispute the fact of injury. He allows judgment 
to go by default, and attends the trial in the Sheriffs’ Court 
merely in mitigation of damages, and thus incurs only a small 
liability for costs. If every one of these cases had to proceed by 
statement of claim, motion for judgment, and assessment before 
& referee, the costs would be extensively increased and all this 
expensive machinery would be set in motion in order to produce 
the same result. If that was the intention of the Rule Committee 
they must have set themselves to make an action for damages a 
more complicated and expensive affair than it was prior to the 
Judicature Acts. The general opinion has always been that they 
intended to simplify, not complicate, procedure. Under the 
Common La¥ P: ure Act, where a defendant made default 
of appearance the — had to file a declaration in default, 
and after waiting the time for defence, he was entitled to enter 
mere in default. Under the present system a defendant 

8 eight days shee him to appear, and he is informed by the 
writ served on him that if he fails to appear, the plaintiff may 

eed to judgment in his absence. 5 he appears, he ma 
emand a statement of claim, or he may appear without su 
demand. In the rules of 1875 and 1883 a system of default 
process was established to meet all these contingencies. Where 
& defendant elects not to enter an appearance it is assumed that 
he is satisfied with the indorsement on the writ, and judgment 
g0es against him by default where the claim is of a simple 
Rature, If he appears without a demand for a statement of 


ment of claim on the writ, and unless he delivers a defence 
within a fixed time (ord. 21, r. 7), he is liable (subject now to order 
30) to judgment in default. If he appears and demands a state- 
ment of claim, he obtains one (subject again to order 30) and the 
action proceeds to trial. These provisions, it appears to us, 
afford ample protection to defendants, while they provide a 
ready and inexpensive remedy for plaintiffs. It appears to us 
that ord. 13, r. 5, was intended to apply to all claims for damages, 
whether they formed part of an action of detinue, or were 
separate and distinct from such a cause of action, and that, 
therefore, the established practice is based upon a correct 
interpretation of the rule. 

But the words common to ord. 13, r. 5, and ord. 27, r. 4— 
namely, ‘‘ detention of goods and pecuniary damages, or either 
of them,” have this element of ambiguity about them—they do 
not clearly separate claims for damages from claims for deten- 
tion of goods. In the old action of detinue a plaintiff could 
always sue either to recover the goods and damages for their 
detention, or to recover only damages for detention. And con- 
sidering that this class of actions was always separate and 
distinct from all others, the wording of these two rules does not 
express their meaning with sufficient clearness. If the rules 
had said “ Where the plaintiff’s claim is for pecuniary damages, 
or for detention of goods and damages, or either of them,” the 
meaning would have been quite clear. And there is no doubt 
that some such alteration ought to be made without delay. 

But when the Rule Committee come to deal with these two 
rules, something more is needed than mere alteration of wording. 
The strongest argument in Zyre v. Eyre against the existing 
practice was that its application to actions of slander and libel 
was most inconvenient, and might be unjust, The judgment 
in default was entered for damages to be , and the only 
words of the claim were “ damages for slander.” It was argued 
that this was an insufficient basis for assessment. How 
could a jury assess the damage without knowing the precise 
slander complained of ? What was to prevent the plaintiff, 
having obtained his judgment, from bringing up before the 
Sheriffs’ Court any number of alleged slanderous utterances, 
which the defendant could not deny as he had allowed judgment 
to go by default. This is a strong argument in favour of 
excepting actions of libel and slander from the operation of the 
rule allowing judgment in default of appearance on the writ 
alone. Such actions ought undoubtedly to be specially dealt 
with by providing, either that the claim indorsed on the writ 
should specify the libel or slander complained of, or that, if the 
defendant in such an action fails to appear, the plaintiff should, 
before taking judgment in default, file a statement of claim. 
He ought, however, to be permitted to take judgment ia default 
if, after having filed his statement of claim, the defendant fails 
to appear and defend. 

We are indebted to the wisdom of Bucxnix1, J., in not having 
permitted a hard case to make bad law for a number of other 
cases. For it would have been extremely unfortunate if the 
long-established practice as to judgment in default in all actions 
for damages had been suddenly suspended because it was found 
to work inconveniently in a particular action, or even in one 
small group out of the large number of actions of that nature. 








THE EFFECTUAL ISSUE OF DEBENTURES. 


Tue decision of Lord Atvexsronx, C.J., and Lawsgancz, J., in 
the recent case of Duck v. Tower Galvanizing Co. (1901, 2 K. B. 
314) affirms the salutary rule that in dealing with debentures of 
a company the public are not concerned. to inquire whether the 
requirements for their validity which depend solely upon the 
internal management of the company have been complied with. 
A trader, Resratt, whose assets amounted to about £100, and 
were slightly in excess of his debts, in June, 1899, formed his 
business into a limited liability company, under the name 
of the Tower Galvanizing Co. (Limited). The articles of 
association gave the company power to borrow on debentures. 
The memorandum of association was signed by Resratt, his 
wife, and five other persons, but Resratx did not allow these 
te ta in any way to affect the management of the 

usiness: He carried it on under the new name, without refer- 





claim, it is still assumed that he is satisfied with the indorse- 


ence to the other members of the company, and he dispensed 
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altogether with the formalities of meetings, resolutions, and 
minute books. In the early part of 1900, Cartunp, who was 
a customer of the business, advanced to the company sums 
amounting to £519 on the security of what purported to be 
a debenture of the company for £500. No directors of the 
company had in fact ever been appointed, but the debenture, 
which was executed in April, 1900, was signed by Restart and 
his wife as directors, and was executed with the company’s seal. 
The debenture charged all the property of the company, present 
and future, with payment of the principal sum of £500, 
and interest at the rate of 25 per cent. per annum. It 
was in a printed form containing the usual conditions, and 
it provided (inter alia) that it should become immediately 
enforceable in the event of an execution being levied against 
any of the goods or property of the company. CALLUND 
had no knowledge that the debenture had besn issued 
without authority, and he had no notice of any irregularity 
in the circumstances attending its issue. In November, 1900, 
the plaintiff Duck obtained judgment against the company and 
put in an execution. Thereupon Cattunp claimed the property 
of the company under his debenture, and the sheriff inter- 
pleaded. The execution creditor contended that the debenture 
was invalid, and the judge of the Southwark County Court, 
taking this view, decided in his favour. In accordance, how- 
ever, with the principle above stated, this result has been 
reversed on appeal, and the irregularities in the issue of the 
debenture have not been allowed to prejudice its ond fide holder 
for value. 

That the debenture, had it been validly issued, was entitled to 
rank in front of the claim of the execution creditor is clear from 
the decisions of the Court of Appeal in Re Standard Manufacturing 
Co. (89 W. R. 369; 1891, 1 Ch. 627) and Re Opera (Limited) 
(39 W.R. 705; 1891, 3 Ch. 260), The former case was chiefly con- 
cerned with the question whether a debenture charging the goods 
and chattels of a company required registration as a bill of sale, 
and to this point, the judgment of the court, delivered by 
Bowen, L.J., was confined. But the relation of execution 
creditors to debenture-holders was discussed in the course of 
the argument, and it was clearly intimated that the former could 
only take subject to the equities existing in favour of the latter, 
notwithstanding that no possession had been actually taken on 
their behalf. “The sheriff,” said Lord Hatssury, L.C., 
‘cannot, by seizing, get rid of the rights of third persons to 
to which the property was subject when in the hands of the 
debtor.” Upon the levying of the execution the charge 
created by the debenture ceases to be a floating charge. It 
crystallizes upon all the property of the company then in 
existence, and anticipates the claim of the execution creditors. 
This result was recognized in Re Opera (Limited): “ After the 
decision in Re Standard Mauufacturing Co.” said Lixvixy, L.J., 
“it seems tolerably plain and settled that the rights of the 
holders of debentures must prevail as against the execution 
creditor, at least before sale.” 

Such being the effect of the debenture in Duck v. Tower 
Galvanizing Co. upon the assumption that it had been validly 
issued, what difference did it make that there had been a total 
failure to observe the requirements necessary to give it validity— 
the passing of a proper resolution authorizing the issue, and the 
appointment of directors by whom the debenture might be 
executed? In answering this question it is essential to observe 
the distinction which has been drawn between the external 
position of a company, and matters affecting only its internal 
management. With the former persons dealing with the com- 
pany are bound to acquaint themselves ; with the latter they are 
not. “It is settled,” said Lord Haruertey in Mahoney v. East 
Holyford Mining Co. (L. R. 7 H.L., p. 893), “by a series of 
decisions of which Royal British Bank y. Turquand (6 E, B, 327) 
is one, that those who deal with joint stock companies are 
bound to take notice of that which I may call the external 
position of the company. Every joint stock company has 
its memorandum and articles of association; every joint 
stock company, or nearly every one, I imagine (unless 
it adopts the form provided by the statute, and that comes to the 
same thing) has its partnership deed under which it acts. Those 
articles of association and that partnership deed are open to all 
who are minded to have any dealings whatsoever with the 





company, and those who so deal with them must be affested with 
notice of all that is contained in those two documents.” But 
while it is necessary to have recourse to these public documents 
for the purpose of ascertaining what powers have been conferred 
upon the company, there is no corresponding obligation to 
inquire into the mode in which these powers are exercised. ‘All 
that the directors do,” continued Lord Haruertezy, ‘“ with 
reference to what I may call the indoor management of their 
own concern, is a thing known to them and knowa to them 
only ; subject to this observation, that no person dealing with 
them has a right to suppose that anything has been or can be done 
that is not permitted by the articles of association or the deed.” 

The question whether a company has power to borrow upon 
debentures or other security is one which must be answered 
from the documents which set forth its constitution, and a person 
advancing money is consequently bound to ascertain whether 
the power exists. On the other hand, the question whether the 
company or the directors have passed the necessary resolution 
authorizing the giving of the security, or whether directors have 
been appointed who can act for the company, is one of internal 
management, and it is sufficient for a person dealing with the 
company that the security which he takes appears upon its face 
to be regular. In Royal British Bank v. Turquand (supra) a bond 
for securing £1,000 had been given by a joint stock —— to 
the plaintiff bank. In an action on the bond it was objected 
that the deed of settlement required that borrowing on bond 
should be authorized by a general resolution of the company, 
and that no such resolution had been passed. It was held by 
the Exchequer Chamber, affirming the Queen’s Bench, that the 
bank was entitled to judgment, inasmuch as the obligee on the 
bond had the right to assume that there had been a resolution 
at a general meeting authorizing the borrowing the money in 
this way. ‘‘The party here,” said Jzrvis, O.J., “on reading 
the deed of settlement would find, not a prohibition from 
borrowing, but a permission todosoon certainconditions. Finding 
that the authority might be made complete by a resolution, he 
would have a right to infer the fact of a resolution authorizing that 
which on the face of the document appeared to be legitimately 
done.” In Mahoney y. East Holyford Mining Co. (Limited) 
(supra) the bankers of a company received formal notice, 
signed by a person who described himself as the secretary of the 
company, that they were to pay the cheques signed by any two 
of tne three persons named in the notice as directors. The 
bankers paid cheques accordingly, but upon the winding up of 
the company it appeared that there had never been a meeting of 
shareholders, nor any appointment of directors or of a secretary, 
but the persons who had formed the company had treated them- 
selves as directors and secretary, and had appropriated the 
money obtained from shareholders which had been paid into the 
bank. It was held, however, that the bankers were protected 
by the notice and that moneys bond fide paid away by them in 
pursuance of it could not be recovered. 

The principle of these cases was applied by the Court of 
Appeal in County of Gloucester Bank v. Rudry Merthyr, §c., Co. 
(43 W. R. 486; 1895, 1 Ch. 629). The articles of association 
of the defendant company provided that the directors should fix 
the number of directors to form a quorum, and the directors 
fixed three. Only two directors were present at a meoting 
which sanctioned a mortgage to the plaintiffs, and at the 
meeting at which the seal of the company was affixed to the 
mortgage. It was held that, inasmuch as the mortgage was on 
the face of it regular, and there was nothing to put the 
plaintiffs upon inquiry, they were not affected with notice of 
the actual irregularity, and that as regards them it was validly 
executed. Similarly in the present case of Duck v. Tower 
Galvanizing Co. (supra), there was nothing to affect the deben- 
ture-holder with notice that the requirements for the regular 
issue of the debenture had not been complied with, and he was 
entitled to assume that the power of borrowing conferred by 
the articles of association had been properly exercised. It is 
obvious that to require persons having dealings with companies 
to investigate the regularity of their internal management 
would place great difficulties in the way of transacting business, 
and would in fact render business impracticable. The consistent 
course taken by the courts in dealing with this matter is m 
accordance therefore with business necessities. 
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REVIEWS. 
MARITIME LAW. 


ManritimME Law: ILLUSTRATED BY THE History of a Suip FRoM 
AND INCLUDING THE AGREEMENT TO Bui~pD HER Untit SHE 
Becomes A TotTat Loss. By ALBERT SAUNDERS, Solicitor. 
Effingham Wilson ; Sweet & Maxwell (Limited), — 

Mr. Saunders’ work is conceived upon a very happy plan. He 
starts with the good ship Malabar, and traces her and her cargoes 
through all the various phases of maritime adventure and maritime 
law from the time when she is first built to the catastrophe which 
results in plentiful litigation against the underwriters. Her career 
has been such, however, that towards the end it is very difficult to 
effect insurances on her, and a portion of these are invalidated by 
reason of her deviating from her proper course to render salvage 
services. Her owners are a single-ship company, and though a 
substantial sum is received to pay off the debenture-holders, 
there is very little left to meet the claims arising out of the collision 
which sends The Malabar to the bottom, and nothing for the share- 
holders. But before this tragic conclusion is reached Mr. Saunders 


has had ample opportunity of shewing the operation under all | P 


manner of circumstances of the various rules of maritime law. In 
Chapter VI., for instance, the ship puts into Batavia for repair, and a 
local merchant narrowly escapes lending the master money for the 
repairs on a bottomry bond. Why such bond would have been void, 
and the conditions which have rendered bottomry bonds almost 
obsolete, are very clearly set out. A curious misprint on p. 131, 
which occurs twice over, should be corrected. Mr. Saunders’ book 
deserves to be perused by everyone concerned with maritime law aud 
practice, whether a lawyer or no. It will be found equally full of 
interest and of information. 
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The Law of Trade-Maurks, Trade Names, and Merchandize Marks. 
With Chapters on Trace Secret and Trade Libel, and a Full Collec- 
tion of Statutes, Rules, Forms, and Precedents. By D. M. KERLy, 
M.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Liw. Second Edition. By the Author 
and F. G, UNDERHAY, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited). 

A Practical and Concise Manual of the Law Relating to Private 
Trusts and Trustees. By ARTHUR UNDERHILL, M.A, LL.D., Bar- 
rister-at-Law. Fifth Edition. Butterworth & Co. 


A Century of Law Reform : Twelve Lectures on the Changes in the 
Law of England during the Nineteenth Century, delivered at the 
request of the Council of Legal Education in the Old Hall, Lincoln’s- 
inn, during Michaelmas Term, 1900, and Hilary Term, 1901. Mac- 
millan & Co. (Limited). Price 5s. net, 

The Workmen’s Compensation Acts, 1897 and 1900; with Notes 
and an Appendix containing the Rules and Regulations under the 
Acts, the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, Analysis of a Scheme under 
the Acts, &. By W. Appineron Wiis, LL.B, (Lond.), Barrister- 
at-Law. Seventh Edition. Butterworth & Co.; Shaw & Sons. 


The Overseer’s Handbook: for the use of Overseers, Churchwardens, 
Assistant Overseers, Collectors of Poor Rate, Vestry Olerks, Clerks to 
Parish Councils, and other Parish Officers; together with a Calendar 
of Overseer’s Duties. By Wiri1aAM W. MackEnZzIg, M.A., Barrister- 
at-Law. Fifth Edition, Shaw & Sons; Butterworth & Co. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT (JULY), 1901. 
ORDER XIX., RULE 25 (a). 

1. Pleadidys in Probate actions.] In Probate actions it shall be 
stated with regard to every defence which is pleaded what is the 
substance of the case on which it is intended to rely: and further, 
where it is pleaded that the testator was not of sound mind, memory, 
and oye | particulars of any specific instances of delusion 
shall be delivered fourteen days before the time, and except by leave 
of the Court or a Judge, no evidence shall be given of any other 
instances at the time. 

ORDER XXII., RULE 14, 


2. Payment into court in Admiralty actions.] Order XXII., Rule 1, 
shall have effect as if after the words ‘‘ to recover a debt or damages” 
the words ‘‘ or in an Admiralty action ” were inserted. 


OrpER XXII, Ruz 17. 


3. Extension of investments.) Order XXII., Rule 17, shall have 
effect as if the following investments were included therein :—- 
2} Per Cent. Metropolitan Consolidated Stock. 


24 Per Cent. London County Consolidated Stock. 
3 Per Cent. London County Consolidated Stock. 


ORDER XLV., RULE 94. 


4, Garnishee costs.} Order XLV., Rule 9, shall have effect as if 
after the word ‘‘ Judge” the words ‘‘ and as regards the costs of the 
judgment creditor shall, unless otherwise directed, be retained out of 
the money recovered by him under the garnishee order, and in 
priority to the amount of the judgment debt,” were inserted. 


OrvDER LII., RuLE 25. 


5. Account by solicitor.| Where the relationship of solicitor and 
client exists or has existed, a summons may be issued by the client or 
his representatives for the delivery of a cash account, or the payment 
of moneys, or the delivery of securities; and the Court or a Judge 
may from time to time order the respondent to deliver to the applicant 
a list of the moneys or securities which he has in his custody or 
control on behalf of the applicant, or to bring into Court the whole or 
any part of the same within such time as the Court or a Judge may 
order. In the event of the respondent alleging that he has a claim 
for costs, the Court or a Judge may make such provision for the 
ayment or security thereof or the protection of the respondents lien 
(if any) as the Court or Judge may think fit. 


OrDER LIL, RULE 26. 


6. Interim certificate.| If, during the taxation of any bill of costs 
or the taking of any account between solicitor and client, it shall 
appear to the Taxing Master that there must in any event be moneys 
due from the solicitor to the client, the Taxing Master may from time 
to time make an interim certificate as to the amount so payable by 
the solicitor. Upon the filing of such certificate the Court or a Judge 
may order the moneys so certified to be forthwith paid to the client 
or brought into Court. 


OrvDER LIV., RULE 4, G. 


7. Order LIV., 4, f. (2) amended.] Order LIV., Rule 4, f. (2) shall 
have effect as if after the words ‘‘ deliver papers” the words “ or a 
cash account, or securities, or to pay money ” were inserted. 


OrpER LIX., Rutz 14. 


8. Revenue and special cases.] Order LIX., Rule .1, paragraphs (d) 
and (/) are hereby annulled. 

9. Special case under London Government Act, 1899.] Rule of the 
Supreme Court under the London Government Act, 1899, Section 29. 

(1) The summary proceeding for submitting any: question for 
decision to the High Court of Justice under the 29th section of the 
London Government Act, 1899, shall be by special case to be agreed 
upon by the parties, or in default of such agreement to be settled by 
an arbitrator agreed upon by the parties, or, if necessary, appointed 
by a Judge at Chambers, or to be settled by a Judge in Chambers. 

(2) The special case when settled shall be filed at the Crown Office 
Department, at the Central Office of the Supreme Court, by the Local 
Authority concerned, within eight days from the settlement thereof, 
and shall be put into the Crown paper for argument as if it were a 
case stated by Justices under 20 & 21 Vict. c. 43. 

10. Commencement.] These Rules shall come into operation on the 
24th of October, 1901, and may be cited as the Rules of the Supreme 
Court (July), 1901, or each Rule may be cited separately according to 
the heading thereof with reference to the Rules of the Supreme 
Court, 1883. 

The 4th of July, 1901. 

(Signed Hatssury, C. 
ALVERSTONE, C.J. 
ARCHIBALD L. Smiru, M.A. 
F. H. JEuNE, P. 
R. L. VauGHAN WILLIAMS, L../. 
HERBERT H. Cozzns-Harpy, J. 
WALTER C. RENSHAW. 
R, ELLert. 








At Carlisle Assizes this week William Osbert Edwards, solicitor, who 
was found guilty of misappropriating £270 entrusted to him by a client, 
was brought before Mr. Justice Ridley and sentenced to three years’ penal 
servitude. It is stated that the prisoner is sixty-two years of age and has 
a family of eleven children. 


Mr. Commissioner Kerr’s tenure of office as judge of the City of London 
Court appears, says the Daily Telegraph, now to be ly coming to an 
end. The Law and City Courts Committee of the Corporation have drawn 
up a report recommending that, in recognition of his long service and 
increasing years, the commissioner should receive a retiring pension of 
£3,000 per annum. It may be added that his honour has expressed in 
writing his readiness to resign his position on the terms mentioned. If 
the Court of Common Council approves of the recommendation of the 
committee, the citizens will await with keen interest the decision of the 





Lord Chancellor respecting his two successors, 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
Re HUNT. POLLARD v. GREAKE. No. 2. 4th July. 


Sarruep Estare—AssicNez or Equitaste Lire Estare—Lerrine Into 
Posszsston—Bankrurtcy or Tenant ror Lire—Oosts, 


This was an appeal from an order of Stirling, J. (reported 44 
Soxicrrors’ JournaL, 314), made on an originating summons 
letting a tenant for life into possession and receipt of the rents 
and profits of a farm on certain terms. It appeared that by her 
will dated the 28th of September, 1868, Catherine Hunt devised the 
farm in question to trustees, upon trust to pay the rents and profits to 
her nephew Charles Hunt for life, or until he should alienate or incumber 
the same, with a trust over in favour of his children. The said Charles 
Hunt did not alienate or incumber his interest, but he became bankrupt in 
March, 1880. It was held that the bankruptcy did not constitute a 
forfeiture, and accordingly the life interest vested in his trustee in 
bankruptcy. The trustee in bankruptcy sold this life interest to the 
applicant. The trustees of the will employed a solicitor to collect the 
rents ef the farm, which was let on lease. The solicitor charged five per 
cent. commission on the collection of the rents. It appeared that the tenant 
for life, Charles Hunt, had some years ago obtained a loan of a sum of 
money which, by an order of the Land Commissioners, was made repayable 
by a rent-charge on the property. The legal estate was vested in the trustees 
of the will, but they had no powers of management or any active duties 
to perform under the said will. The application was opposed by 
the trustees of the will and by the remaindermen, who refused to consent 
to let the applicant into possession even on terms, and it was contended 
that in consequence of this refusal neither the trustees nor the remainder- 
men were entitled to costs as against the applicant. It was alleged that 
the applicant was a person of no means. Stirling, J., held that the 
applicant was not entitled as of right to possession, but it was a matter 
for the discretion of the court, and his lordship saw no reason why he 
thould not be let into possession upon his giving sufficient security for the 
protection of the trustees; the requisite undertakings to be given to the 
satisfaction of the judge in chambers, and the costs of the trustees of the 
will and of the remaindermen to be paid by the applicant. From this 
decision the applicant appealed, contending that the undertakings imposed 
by the judge were onerous and unreasonable, especially those requiring 
him to repair and pay the rent-charge. 

Tue Court (Ricsy, Couiins, and Romer, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. This 
was an appeal from Stirling, J., fixing the terms upon which the applicant 
was to be let into possession. It was not disputed that the court had 

wer to impose terms. The question was whether the judge below had 

ted the terms imposed to reasonable obligations. There might 
have been much to say against the application if the applicant had 
claimed to go into possession absolutely, but on appeal he said his only 
object was to be put in receipt of the rents. He was now willing to 
take an order giving him receipt of the rents during the continuance of 
the lease with liberty to apply, so that under any change of circumstances 
either party might be at liberty to apply to the court. Under these 
circumstances the question was, what were the reasonable undertakings 
which ought to be imposed ? With regard to the undertaking as to repairs, 
that was now unnecessary because under the liberty to apply the receipt 
of the rents could be stopped unless the repairs were done. With regard 
to the undertaking to pay the rent-charge, it was said that there wasa 
legal obligation to discharge the payment, and therefore there was no 
necessity for an undertaking, but for the purposes of the estate and the 
remaindermen it was important that the undertaking should be given, and 
it was not unreasonable. With regard to costs, undoubtedly some costs 
of the trustees had been improperly incurred, but the judge had disposed 
of those costs and there could be no appeal from that decision unless the 
present case fell within Bew v. Bew (48 W. R. 124). The present case did 
not come within the principle there laid down. The appeal therefore 
failed on this and on the other points, and must be dismissed with costs, 
but the order would be varied as already pointed out.—Oownsg1, Butcher, 
K.0., and Kenyon Parker ; Upjohn, K.C., and Rolt; Jenkins, K.U., and 
Jolly. Soxicrrors, H.C. Knight; Brighten § Lemon; Morgan §& Upjohn. 

[Reported by 8. E. Witi1aus, Barrister-at- Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
LADY CARDIGAN v. CURZON HOWE. Byrne, J. 6th July. 


Wiui—Eevrrastze Tenant 1s Taw in Remainper—Contincent Re- 
MAINDER—BaAgkING or Enrau, sy Eevurrante Tenant 1x Tain IN 
REMAINDER—FinEs AND Recoveries Act, 1833 (8 & 4 Wi. 4, 
c. 74), 8. 15. 


This was a petition for the payment out to the trustees of a sum of 
Consols representing the proceeds of the sale of settled estates devised 
under the will of Lord Cardigan. The petitioners were the Countess of 
Cardigan, certain of her mortgagees, and the trustees of a settlement. 
By his will, bearing date the 24th of May, 1865, Lord Cardigan 
devised and bequeathed his real and personal estates to trustees upon 
trust to permit his wife, the said petitioner, to inhabit his mansion-house 
at Deene and to receive the rents of his real estate other than the 
said mansion-house, and to apply the same on the trusts thereinafter 
mentioned. Power was given to the trustees to mortgage the testator’s real 
estate in certain counties, with the exception of the said mansion-house, for 
payment of debts, legacies, &. And in the event of their being unable 


to obtain a suitable mortgage in six months they were empowered to sell the 
same. The surplus of the rents after providing for the management of the 
estates and outgoiogs and the keeping down of the interest on mortgages 
on the premises was directed to be paid to Lady Cardigan for her life. 
From and after her death the testator directed an accumulation of 
surplus rents to pay certain mortgages and upon the determination of 
the period of accumulation; but subject to trusts declared for the benefit 
of Ee tectaten’s wife the trustees were directed to convey the testator’s 
real estates in the several counties therein mentioned, or any of 
them, so that the same should stand limited, settled, and assured 
to the use of George W. T. Bruce (afterwards fourth Marquis of Ailesbury) 
in tail male, with remainder to the use of the person who for the time 
being should be entitled to the dignity and title of Earl of Oardigan in 
tail male, with remainder to the testator’s right heirs for ever. By a 
codicil to his will, bearing date the 17th of October, 1867, the testator, 
after reciting that he had devised all his estates in the said counties, 
after the death of Lady Cardigan, to George W. T. Bruce in tail male, 
proceeded: ‘‘Now I do hereby revoke and make void the said devise 
by me to the said George W. T. Bruce, and I do hereby give and device 
my said estates—after the death of Lady Oardigan—to my godson Robert 
Thomas Bruce, fourth son of Lord Ernest Bruce, in tail male, with all the 
limitations as in my said will mentioned.’’ The Earl of Cardigan died in 
1867. Portions of the reai estate devised under his will had been sold 
and the proceeds had been paid into court invested in Consols. By an 
indenture bearing date the 20th of February, 1901, Lord R. T. Bruce, 
with the consent of Lady Cardigan as protector of the settlement, pur- 
ported to disentail £100,000 Consols, and by an indenture bearing date 
the 19th of April, 1901, Lord R. T. Bruce, Lady Oardigan, and the 
mortgagees of her life estate appointed the fund to certain trustees on 
certain trusts. The case was argued upon the footing that the trust for 
accumulation could never arise. The question at issue was whether or 
not Lord R. T. Bruce had a vested estate in tail male, as if he had the 
money could be paid out, but if not the disentailing assurance was 
inoperative. 

Byrne, J., in giving judgment, said it appeared to him that Lord 
R. T. Bruee was now entitled to a vested equitable estate in remainder. 
In his lordship’s opinion the legal estate remained vested in the trustees, 
and but for the disentailing assurance the equitable interests would now 
stand limited in trust for Lady Cardigan for life, with a vested remainder 
to Lord R. T. Bruce for an estate in tail male, with a contingent 
remainder in the event of Lord R. T. Bruce dying in the life- 
time of Lady Oardigan in favour of the heirs male of George W. T. 
Bruce or Lord R. T. Bruce (which of them it was not necessary 
to decide), with a contingent remainder in favour of the Earl of Cardigan 
for the time being. The next question that arose was what effect 
the disentailing assurance had upon the contingent estates in remainder. 
This depended on the construction of section 15 of the Fines and Recoveries 
Act. It appeared that an actual tenant in tail in remainder had disentailed 
and had thereby barred his own issue claiming under him and his heirs male; 
he had also barred the contingent estates limited in remainder, if they 
were to be deemed estates to take effect after the determination or 
in defeasance of his estate. It was argued that the limitation in 
favour of the heirs male of George W. T. Bruce or of Lord R. T. 
Bruce, as the case might be, was not one to take effect after the 
determination or in defeasance of Lord R. T. Bruce’s estate tail, but was 
a limitation to take effect alternatively with the limitation in favour of Lord 
R. T. Bruce, according to the event, and consequently was not barred. 
The point was probably new ; but the reasoning failed, because the Act 
did not say after the determination or defeasance of any estate tail which 
should fall into possession, but of any such estate tail—i.c., any estate tail 
in possession or remainder. His lordship directed the moneys to be paid 
out subject to certain directions as to interests not sufficiently represented 
and duties.—CounseL, Rowden, K.0., and Cyprian Williams ; Levett, K.0., 
and Dighton Poilock ; Frobisher Mills; Adams; Norton, K.C., and Hasselt ; 
T. Carson, K.C., and Stallard. Soxicrrors, Laurence § Co; A. R. § H. 
Stecle ; Hunters §& Haynes ; Warren, Murton, § Miller. 

[Reported by J. Arruvue Paice, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re YATES, YATES v. WYATT. Byrne, J. 4th July. 
Witit—Consrruction—Guirt or Annurry To Wipow to Martain Inrants— 

Deatu or Wipow Durinc Minosiry or THE Inrants—AnNnNvITY STILL 

PayasLe NorwirxHstaNDInG Want or TRUSTEE. 

By his will a testator directed “‘ that my trustees shall, out of the rents 
and dividends and annual income arising from my said real and personal 
estate, pay to my said wife so long as she shall continue my widow such 4 
sum as shall together with the income to which she will be entitled under 
the settlements made in contemplation of our marriage, amount to the sum 
of £1,000 per annum by equal quarterly payments, the first of such 
quarterly payments to become due and be made at the expiration of 
three calendar months from my decease, and shall also pay to my said wife 
by like quarterly payments a further annuity of three hundred pounds a 
year until my daughter CO. shall attain the age of tweaty-one years and to 
be applied by her my said wife in and about the maintenance and educa- 
tion of my said daughter. And shall also pay a further annuity of three 
hundred pounds per annum to my said wife by the like quarterly payments 
until my daughter K. sball attain the age of twenty-one years to be 
applied by her my said wife in and about the maintenance and 

ucation of my last-named daughter, and I declare that the receipt of my 
said wife for the two said annuities of three hundred pounds 
exonerate my said trustees from all liability in respect of the misappropria- 
tion or non-application thereof. And I direct that my said trustees shall 
(subject to the payment of the annuities hereinbefore bequea' 








accumulate the rents, dividends, and annual income arising from my sai 
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real and personal estate by investing the same and the resulting invest- 
ments and income thereot in some or one of the investments or securities 
hereinafter authorized ”’ for the benefit of his daughters C. and K. The 
testator’s widow having died whilst C. and K. were under twenty-one years 
of age (they were seventeen and fifteen respectively), the question arose 
whether the two annuities of three hundred pounds were still payable 
or had ceased on the death of the testator’s widow. On behalt of the 
infant annuitants it was argued that the widow was a trustee of the 
annuities for the benefit of the testator’s two daughters and. that conse- 
quently the annuities were still payable notwithstanding the death of the 
widow on the principle that a trust cannot fail for want of a trustee. It 
was stated that there was no authority upon the point or any decision 
which would guide the court. 

Bysyz, J.—Un the whole I think that these annuities are payable 
notwithstanding the death of the wife. [His lordship then read 
the material portions of the will, and continued:] The primary effect 
of the testator’s will is to provide for his daughters until they should 
attain the age of twenty-one ) ears, and he bas constituted his wife a trustee 
for his daughters. He did not intend his wife to benefit. ‘The clause 
exonerating the trustees from liability to see to the application of the 
annuities ceased on the death of the wite, and the direction to accumulate 
is subject to the payment of the annuities. The annuities have not ceased 
by reason of the death of the wife. I think on the whole I am justified in 
putting this construction upon this will.—Cuunse., J. G. Wood; George 
Henderson ; Mark Romer. Sox.1crrors, Bird § Eldridges ; Nicholson, Graham, 
§ Graham, 

[Reported by R. Leia Ramssornam, Barriater-at-Law. | 


BRADSHAW v. WIDDRINGTON. Buckley, J. 5th and 6th July. 


Srature or Lamrrarrons—Morrcacor anp MortcGacee—No Payment or 
InreREst BY MortGacor— Payment sy Person Liaste To Pay as 
Betwesn Himsetr AND THE Mortcacor—37 & 38 Vicr. c. 57, 8. 8. 


This case turned upon the question whether the payment of the interest 
due upon a sum secured by mortgage by a person who, as between himself 
vnd the mortgagor, was bound to pay it, but who was not directly liable to the 
mortgagee, would be sufficient to prevent the debt from becoming ex- 
tinguished under the Statutes of Limitations. In August, 1879, James E. 
Bradshaw mortgaged his estate called ‘‘ Fair Oak’’ to J. J. Moa» to secure 
the repayment of £5,171 14s. 6d. and interest at 4 per cent. Moss 
was the surviving trustee of the estate of Sir E. Cust, and he and the sub- 
sequent trustees of the estate will be called the Cust trustees. Jamcs E. 
Bradshaw borrowed the money for his son, William Bradshaw, to whom 
it was immediately paid over. On the same day William Bradshaw gave 
his father a bond to secure repayment of. the amount lent him and 
interest. Is was arranged (as the learned judge found upon the materials 
before him) between William Bradshaw and his father, that the former 
should keép down the interest on the mortgage. Oartmell Harrison, of the 
firm of Birch, Ingram, & Harrison, acted as solicitor for all parties. The 
deeds were left by the mortgagees with the solicitor. James E. Bradshaw 
never paid any interest due upon the mortgage, but Wiliam 
Bradshaw was treated by the firm as doing so. The firm kept 
debtor and creditor accounts with the various parties to the above trans- 
actions, and in these accounts from the time of the mortgage till 1885 
William Bradshaw was treated as paying the interest from time to time to 
his father, and the Cust trustees were treated as receiving it from the 
father. Subsequently William bradshaw was treated as paying it direct 
to the Cust trustees. In September, 1887, James E. Bradshaw died, 
leaving Cartmell Harrison and William Bradshaw his executors. In 
October, 1892, William Bradshaw paid the principal sum due under the 
mortgage to Harrison, to be applied in discharge of the mortgage debt. None 
of the money was ever paid to the mortgagees, but it was continued to be 
credited to them in the books of the firm, which still, however, contained 
entries crediting them with payments for interest from William Bradshaw. 
In November, 1899, Harrison committed suicide. At that time Colonel J. C. 
Bradshaw was the owner of Fair Oak. He had had part of it conveyed to 
him by his father in 1884 in exchange for other land which he gave his 
father, and he had purchased the remainder from his father’s trustees in 
November, 1887. 1n both cases the conveyances were expressed to convey 
the property free from incumbrances. ‘The Cust trustees not receiving 
aay more interest, gave notice to Colonel Bradshaw to pay the sums secured 
bythe mortgage, and that in default they would sell the property. There- 
upon Colonel Bradshaw brought this action against them, asking for a 
declaration that their right to the mortgage was extinguished, and for an | 
injunction to prevent the sale of the property. He contended that there 
had been no peyment by the mortgagor or his representatives for more 
than twelve an. and that consequently the case came within the 
Statutes of Limitations; and that even if William Bradshaw had been 
his father’s agent during his lifetime, that agency determined at the 
father’s death, and since then the payments had not been made either by 
the mortgagor or his agents. It was admitted by the plaintiff at the 
tal that the mortgege moneys had never been paid to the mortgagees. 

Bucxey, J.—Tne question turns on the proper effect of section 8 of the 
Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 I have to see whether there was any 
payment of interest made by any person who was bound to makeit. And 
for that purpose I have to consider whether the person making the pay- 
ment must be bound as between himself and the mortgagor, or as between 
himself and the mortgagee. It seems to me that the principle upon which 
Chinnery v. Evans (13 W. R. 20, 11 H. L. Cas. 115) was decided was that 
the person making the payment must be bound as between himself and the 
m r. The effect of the authorities is that there must be an ac- 
know ent of the right of the mortgagee by the mortgagor or some 

estbury and Lord Oranworth in 


[Vol. 45.] 653 
Jessel and Brett, L.J., in Harlock v. Ashberry, pp. 546, 547, shew that it is 
a question of the person paying bound to the mortgagor, and not to 
the mortgagee. And in Lewin v. Wilson (L. R. 11 App. . 639) Lord 
Hobhouse, delivering the judgment of the Privy Council (p. 644), says ‘‘ Their 
lordships have not been referred to any case where it has been decided that 
payment made by some person concerned to answer the debt has been held 
to be insufficient to keep a right alive against the party charged in the 
suit merely because he was not the pay or his agent.” In 
the case before me, it is true that the payment was not made 
by either the mortgagor or his agent, but it was made by William 
Bradshaw, who as between himself and his father was bound 
to pay the interest on the mortgage. It hes been also argued by the 
defendants that as, after James E. Bradshaw's death, his executors were the 
persons to pay the interest on the mortgage, and as William Bradshaw, 
one executor, paid it, or was treated as paying it, to Harrison, the other 
executor, who paid it to the mortgagees, there was a payment by the 
persons liable to pay. I think there may be something in that contention. 
i also desire to observe that if Colonel Bradshaw, who bears the locs of the 
mortgage money, had at the time of purc the estate employed 
another solicitor, he would have obtained the deeds, or the fact of the 
mortgage would have been discovered. I think, then, that he was guilty 
of some negligence in relying upon a solicitor who did not get the deeds 
for him. I see, therefore, nothing to make it right to deprive the defend- 
ants of their security. Action di .—CounseL, H. Terrell, K.O., 
Kenneth Wood ; Birrell, K.0., George Henderson ; Astbury, K.C., B. Farrer ; 
Rutherford. Soxicrrors, Hunters § Haynes ; Nicholl, Manisty, § Co. 


[Reported by Nevitte Tzssurr, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 
‘“‘THE SKUDANAES.”’ Jeune, P., and Barnes, J. 2nd July. 
ApmrraLTy—Rervusau or Recistrar to Tax Costs. 


This was an appeal from the City of London Court from a refusal of the 
judge to order the registrar to tax a bill of costs under the following 
circumstances: The plaintiffs were the owners of the steam-tug Traveller, 
and the defendants the owners of The Skudanaes,a German schooner. On 
the 18th of January, 1901, the brokers of The Skudanaes engaged a tug to 
assist in moving The Skudanaes from one berth to another in the River Thames. 
Those on board The Skudanaes were aware of this, and seeing The Traveller 
come up, supposed that she was the tug engaged by the brokers. When the 
towage was completed the plaintiff asked for a sum of £2 10s. for the work 
done. The defendants refused to pay more than £1 J5s., and the plaintiffs, 
believing that the ship was about to sail, at once commenced an action in rem to 
recover the sum of £2 10s, The defendants thereupon paid into court £1 15s, 
with a plea of tender before action was brought. ‘The plaintiffs accepted the 
amount paid in, but denied that such sum had ever been tendered, and the 
defendants withdrew their plea of tender. The plaintiffs then took the 
£1 15s., and brought in a bill of costs to be taxed by the registrar. The 
registrar refused to tax the bill at all, om the ground that inasmuch as 
a sum of less than £2 had been recovered, no costs were recoverable—not 
even the court fees, From this refusal of the registrar to tax, the plaintiffs 
appealed, and on the court below upholding the registrar’s decision, 
appealed to this court. For the appellants 1; was contended that the 
Admiralty jurisdiction was derived from 9 & 10 Vict. c. 95, s. 91, and the 
County Uourt Rules, ord. 394, rr. 50 (a) and (¢) and 80, and citéd 
The Vulcan (1898, P. 222). The respondents relied, inter alia, on ord. 9, 
r. 11, of the County Court Rules of 1889, the County Courts Act, 1888, 
s. 118, and cited The Louisa Alice (Shipping Gazette, August 4, 1893). 

Barnegs, J., said it was perfectly plain to him that the court below was 
wrong in upholding the registrar’s refueal to tax. Ord. 394, r. 50 (a), 
governed the case. That rule provided that “‘When a party accepts « 
tender in respect of the whole of his claim, he shall, unless the tender is 
accompanied by notice of defence on the ground of tender before action 
brought, be entitled to take the amount of such tender out of court, and 
shall be entitled to his costs of action.” ‘ 

Jzunz, P., reviewed the facts of the case, and said that his brother Barnes 
had already in effect delivered the judgment of the court. He would add, 
however, that, although rule 80 limited the costs to a scale allowed under 
column B “ unless the judge should otherwise order,” yet the court did not 
think that that entitled the learned judge not to give any costs. The appeal 
would therefore be allowed, and the appellant would have his costs here and 
ion the court below.—CounseL, Nelson; Kilburn, Soxicrrors, &, Greening ; 
Keene Marsiand ; Bryden § Besant. 

[Reported by Gwynne Hatt, Barrister-at-Law, | 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
EYRE v. EYRE. Bucknill, J. 8th July 


R. 8. C. XXIII. 5, 12—Inrerrocvrory Jcpement Sicnep 1x Deravtt or 
APprEARANCE—Wauit Inporsep “ DamMaGzs ror SLANDER ’’—IRKEGULARITY 
—Ricut or Degrsnpant to Have Fvirer Inrormation—Wrtr or 
Inquiry. 


This was an action brought by a married woman against her father-in-law 
claiming for slander. ‘The defendant took no notice of the writ and 
the plaintiff signed judgment and a writ of inquiry was issued. ‘I'he 
defendant now endeavoured to set the interlocutory judgment aside on the 
ground that the same was irregular as no statement or claim had been filed. 
The calendar of was as follows : The writ was issued on the 20th 





agg The bane of Lord 
innery-v. Evans (11 H. L. Cas, pp. 184 and 189), and of Sir George 


of April, and mek served on the 27th. Interlocutory judgment was signed 
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and notice thereof given the defendant on the 6th of May, and 
an order was made by the master for assessment of damages to be 
heard on the 3ist. The practice, however, appears to be this: that when 
no appearance is entered to the writ, interlocutory or final judgment (as 
the case may require) in default of appearance may be signed by the 
plaintiff: see Annus! Practice, ord. 13,r.5. In a note, however, on ord. 20, 
r. 1 (p. 274), it is stated that the plaintiff may not now deliver a statement 
of claim after appearance without the express leave of the master, and, of 
course, nO summons can be issued until (1) appearance is entered, or (2) 
judgment has been signed. If the master holds that the judgment is 
regular, then the practice appears to have been for the defendant to set out 
in his affidavit a substantial ground of defence, and it has been held to be 
insufficient for a defendant to state “that he is advised and verily believes 
he has a good defence to this action” : Bower v. Kemp (1 Dowl. 281, 0. & J. 
287). The practice of setting aside judgment on this ground is fully set 
out in Chitty’s Archibald’s Practice 267. -Master Johnson was of opinion 
that even if, as in his view was the case, the rules did not provide for a 
statement of claim being delivered after judgment on default has been 
properly signed, there ought to be provision made for statements as to the 
claim being delivered to the defendant in such cases; see note to ord. 13, 
r. 1 (Ann. Prac., p. 100), under the heading of “‘ Damages,” and to the 
whole of ord. 13, r, 5. In the opinion of the master ord. 13, r. 5, should be 
read by inserting the words “in respect of the detention of the goods’’ 
after the words ‘‘ pecuniary damages,” thus restricting the right to sign 
judgment where no statement of claim had been filed to an action 
for the recovery of goods or damages for their detention; but later 
on the rule provides for judgment and inquiry ‘‘to assess the value of 
the goods and the damages, or the damages only, as the case may be, 
in respect of the causes of action disclosed by the indorsement.’’ It was 
contended by the plaintiff that this order ought not to be so read, and that 
it covered a claim for damages simply. Further, that the defendant not 
having filed an affidavit setting out the nature of the defence as required 
when applying on the ground of irregularity, his opposition was too late, 
and he could not now be heard to oppose it. The plaintiff appealed to the | 
judge in chambers from the order of Master Johnson, who set aside the 
judgment on the ground of ‘‘irregularity.’’ ‘The irregularity alleged by 
the defendant was that no statement of claim had been delivered, and that 
the case did not come within ord. 13, r. 5, but that it came within ord. 13, r. 12. 
The plaintiff contended that the judgment had been rightly signed, and that 
the case came within ord. 13, r. 5, which provides for cases where the writ is 
indorsed for a claim for damages for the detention of goods and pecuniary 
damages or cither of them, and that the words “ or either of them’ covered 
a case like the present where the claim was for pecuniary damages only. 
The practice of the courts since the Judicature Act, 1875, had been in 
plaintiff’s favour. Under the Common Law Procedure Act, 1852, it had 
been necessary to file a declaration before signing interlocutory judgment, 
but the policy of the Judicature Acts had been to simplify the practice of 
the courts. If the defendant wished to know the precise claim of plaintiff 
he could enter an appearance and require a special claim to be filed. If he 
then admitted the claim, he could make default in filing a defence, and 
plaintiff could then sign interlocutory judgment: ord. 27, rr. 2, 4. The 
wording of ord. 27, r. 4, is similar to ord. 13, r. 5, and if the defendant's 
contention is correct a similar objection is applicable to ord. 27, r. 4, and in 
that case the only means of obtaining judgment would be by motion 
for judgment on application to the Court of Appeal: see ord. 27, r. 11. 
Such a procedure, instead of simplifying, would greatly complicate the 
procedure tince the Judicature Acts. The defendant had neglected to 
avail himself of his remedy (ord. 27, rr. 2 and 4), and it was the 
practice in the Sheriffs’ Court to require particulars of slander before 
assessing damages. If the contention of plaintiff was right, the 
same objection applied in actions for breach of promise of marriage, 
and in these and similar actions plaintiff would be bound to proceed 
by motion for judgment. The judgment of Chitty, J., in Part v. Griffiths 
(48 Soxtcrrors’ JournaL, 339), recognized that a claim fcr pecuniary 
damages only comes within ord, 13, r. 5, and is a binding authority in 
support of plaintiff’s contention. Counsel on behalf of the defendant 
subaitted it was clear that the practice had been wrong, though that was | 
not tu be wondered at having regard to the words of the rule, which were 
ambiguous. ‘the writ in this instance was indorsed ‘‘ Damages for slander.” 
There was authority for saying that although the word “slander” was in 
the singular, it was wide enough to cover any number of slanders. It might 
very well be that a defendant, on reading the indorsement, would say, “I 
know I uttered one slander, that 1 cannot defend,” and might reasonably 
suppose that would be the only slander that would be assessed to damages. 
Un the other hand the plaintiff might offer evidence as to a host of other 
alleged slanders, some ot which might be privileged or might be rebutted if an 
intimation were given the defendant, so that he could be ready with the 
necessary evidence. In this case, from the correspondence the defendant 
knew that the plaintiff intended to aver several occasions on which he had 
slandered her. ‘Lhe judgment therefore left the matter open. Assuming 
the plaintiff should bring apother action for slander, it would be impossible 
by referring to the record to ascertain whether the fresh action wae not in 
sespect of a res judicata. Again, the courts always exercised control over 
litigation, and certain kinds of litigation they would not permit to be 
maintained. The weight of convenience was entirely against the present 
tice. The learned counsel stated he had made inquiries of the Under- 
Sheriff of Middlesex, who said he made it a rule ia ull cases where a 
statement of claim wus not filed by the plaintiff to require him to furnish 
the defendant with particulars of the claim he intended to make against the 
defendant. It was not fair that a plaintiff should be permitted to make 
several allegations against the defendant without the latter having some 
notice of the various cases he had to meet. The present procedure diffored 
from that under section 28 of thé Common Law Procedure Act, 1852, as ‘ 











applicable to the present circumstances. There, if « plaintiff had a 
specially-indorsed writ he need not proceed any further with his pleadings 
before signing judgment. If he had not he must file a declara. 
tion. ‘The rules were intended to take the case out of the class of 
pecuniary damages for the detention of goods and intended to put the 
case of pecuniary damage, simply on the same ground as a claim on 9 
specially-indorsed writ. Therefore on a specially-indorsed writ and in 4 
claim for damages for the detention of goods the practice was the same. 
that light ord. 13, r.5, had always been wrongly read. A claim for damages 
being only enforceable where the claim was both for the return of the goods 
and pecuniary damages in respect of their detention. Take the cage 
of a breach of promise. The plaintiff could not recover at all unless she 
also claimed damages for goods. [Bucxnit1,J.—Then unless the lady 
had filed a statement of claim she could not under this rule 5 obtain 
damages.—Certainly. See judgment of Parkes, B., in Phillips v. Jones 
(15 Q. B. Rep. 859) and Dymond v. Crof (3 Ch. D. 112) for the scheme of 
the rules in common law actions.] For the plaintiff it was contended in 
reply that the judgment was regular, and Part v. Griffiths was cited, 
There was no hardship on defendant since he had an ample remedy 
under ord. 27, r. 4, and he was himself to blame if he failed to obtain 
full knowledge of the slanders alleged. The contention of counsel that 
relief could be granted under ord. 13, r. 10, was wrong, as that rule 
only applies to preceding rules of order 13, and in order to apply it was 
necessary to admit that the present case came within ord. 13, r. 5. 
Bucxnit1, J., in giving judgment, said he did not want to upset the 
universal practice by holding that it had hitherto been wrong, and he saw 
a way out of the difficulty by granting relief to defendant under ord. 27, 
r. 15. Meanwhile he would communicate with the Rule Committee pointing 
out to them the difficulty which had arisen, in the hope that they would 
deal with similar cases. This was a family quarrel, and it was admitted 
by the plaintiff that the defendant was entitled to more information as to 
the different charges of slander that he would be required to meet. The 
practice under the rules had been well settled for a quarter of a century, 
and he understood was the same in the Colonies and in Ireland as in these 
courts. ‘Therefore he could not take it upon himself to set aside the 


| practice, especially in this instance, as he understood from the parties they 
would not take the matter to the Court of Appeal. 


There was no doubt 
that rule 5 of order 13 if it was intended tu apply toa case like the present was 
about as badly worded as it possibly could be. He thought it was only 
intended to apply to actions of detinue. The plaintiff might be satisfied to 
get his goods back or he might ask for damages as well. He might say 
“T am entitled to recover from you (the defendant) for your improper deten- 
tion damages over and above the value of the goods.’’ In that case ord. 13, 
r. 5, exactly met that case. Therefore he held that it would be manifestly 
wrong to hold that it applied in the present case. He thought he could 
get over the difficulty he telt in deciding contrary to the established practice 
by making a discretionary order under ord, 27, r. 15, which gave the judge 
full power to do what he considered right in a particular case, and leave the 
question to be decided elsewhere whether under ord. 13, r. 5, judgment 
could properly have been signed. The judgment was to be set aside on the 
following terms: The appearance entered by leave by the defendant was to 
stand. The plaintiff, within ten days, to deliver her statement of claim ; the 
defendant to deliver defence within fourteen days after, If no defence 
delivered, interlocutory judgment in default. The parties to have liberty to 
apply as to the costs of these proceedings, He further ordered that there 
should be mutual discovery and on the defendant’s application directed the 
damages should go before a special jury. Appeal allowed.—Counszz, 
Dwyer and V. D. Knowles, for plaintitf; Bankes, K.C,, and Shaw, for the 
defendant. Soxicirors, H. Roger Sadd ; Witham, Roskill, Munster, § Weld, 


(Reported by Ensxine Reip, Barrister-at-Law.) 


WALLIS CHLORINE SYNDICATE ». THE AMERICAN ALKALI CO. 
Grantham, J. 6th July. 


Contract, Breach 0r—AGREEMENT TO Provipr £12,000 Trowarps 
Burtpmes AND PLant—Damaces. 


Further consideration. This was an action brought by the plaintiff 
syndicate for the specific performance of an agreement between the two 
companies ‘by which the defendant company undertook to find £12,000 
capital for providing buildings and plant for the manufacture of bleaching 
powder under Wallis’s patent. The statement of claim was as follows: 
The plaintiffs’ claim is for (1) specific performance of an agreement dated 
the 28th of February, 1898, made between the syndicate of the first part, 
Edward Hall of the second part, and the defendant company of the 
third part, whereby the defendant company agreed to purchase for 
£12,000 two hundred debentures of the plaintiff syndicate of £100 each; 
or (2) payment of the same amount of £12,000, being the price of the said 
debentures; or (3) damages for breach of contract. ‘I'he action was 
originally tried before the learned judge and a special jury in October 
last, and was adjourned with the object of arriving ata settlement. The 
parties being unabie to come to terms, the case Was re-argued before his 
lordship alone, who took time to consider his decision. 

GranTHAM, J., in giving judgment, said the defendants agreed under 
a document in writing to establish the plaintiff company in work 
and plant for the purpose of manufacturing bleaching power bf 
Wallis’s patent, a method known as the nitric acid process. 
defendants agreed to find £12,000 of the money required for the 

urpose of acquiring or building a manufactory capable of an out 
put of fifty tons per week. The agreement was not carried ot, 
and the plaintiffs brought this action. He had come to the com 
clusion that this was a case in which he ought not to decree specifi 


‘performance. The question of damages was not free from —_— 


and, so far as ‘e knew, was entirely withont precedent. 
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intiffs had not proved any ial damage, but they claimed that 
to be 
provided to carry out the commercial test—viz., £12,000. The defendants 
admitted they not fulfilled their part of the contract, but said the 
plaintiffs did not find the £3,000 which was a condition precedent, and 
therefore, as the plaintiffs had not proved any special damage, they were 
not entitled to any damages at all: if they were, it was only nominal 
damages. If the plaintiffs’ contention was right they would be relieved 
from any obligation under the agreement and would receive the full 
amount which the defendants had agreed to provide. In his opinion this 
was a case in which it was a contract to lend money, and for that reason 
the defendants were liable, though it was almost impossible to find any 
basis of calculation to take for the de, wi assesement of the amount to be 
awarded. No special damage having been proved, he was thrown back 
on the principle of giving such damages as a reasonable jury would give, 
and he thought the case was governed by the principle laid down in Prehn 
vy. Royal Bank of Liverpool (5 Exch. 92). Under all the circumstances he 
thought the plaintiffs ought to be paid such a sum as would enable them 
to find the rest of the money to — out the process to a commercial 
success, and that sum, so far as he could judge, was £4,000, for which he 
entered judgment. As to the counterclaim for directors’ fees, &c., he 
could not find any evidence to justify it under any head of the claim. His 
lordship then gave judgment for the plaintiff syndicate for £4,000, and on 
the counterclaim, with costs in both cases.—CounsrL, Lawson Walton, 
K.0., and Boydell Houghton ; Asquith, K.C., Swinfen Eady, K.C., J. A. 
ae K.0,, and Mitchell Innes. Soxuicrrors, Scott, Spalding, § Beil’; 
H. F. Kite. 
[Reported by Erskine Rew, Barrister-at-Law.] 


FORDER v. WALDRON. Div. Court. 7th June. 


Satz or Goops—Conpirion or Sate—‘‘ Woot To BE WEIGHED UP BY A 
Person TO BE APPOINTED BY AvcTIONRER ’—Woo.t WEIGHED THREE 
Werxs Berrorz Sate—Averace Wericnt—Loss sy EvaroraTion— 
OBLIGATION ON PurcHaser To Pay ror ActvaL Weicut or Woo. aT 
Timz or Purcnase. 


Appeal from the county court of Winchester from a decision of his 
Honour Judge Gwynne-James in an action brought by the plaintiff, a wool 
stapler of Winchester, to recover £1 14s, 1d. from the defendant, Mrs. 
Waldron, which amount he alleged he had overpaid to an auctioneer in 
respect of the wool which he had bought at an auction. The plaintiff’s case 
was that he had only received 1,786lbs. of wozl, whereas the defendant 
said that 1,828lbs. was the true weight of the parcel as found by the 
auctioneer. The action was brought as a test action, and the short point 
was what was the meaning of the conditions of sale. The wool was sold 
under printed conditions commonly used all over the South of England, and 
it seemed that almost invariably there was a certain amount of evaporation 
and depreciation in weight and that in fact buyers got rather less wool 
than was invoiced to them. In the present case the plaintiff purchased the 
wool at 93d. per lb. and the loss in the weight of the parcel from this cause 
amounted to 40lb. The material part of the conditions of sale was con- 
tained in the following sentence: ‘‘The wool to be weighed up by a 
person to be appointed by the auctioneer.’’ The plaintiff contended that 
this condition meant that the wool must be weighed up after the sale. The 
defendant on the other hand, by her auctioneer, said as the eeller she was 
by custom entitled to weigh it up at any time before or after the sale. His 
honour having found for the defendant, the plaintiff appealed. 

Tus Court, allowed the appeal, with costs. 

Ruvuey, J., said they thought the decision appealed against was wrong. 
The condition no doubt was not drawn strictly or plainly on the question 
of the time at which the wool was to be weighed up. 1t would have been 
better if there had been words put in to shew precisely the intention of 
the auctioneer and of the vendor upon this point. The county court 
judge had held that there was no custom in the county of Wilts to weigh 
only after the sale. He thought that was not a correct finding and that 
prima facie the words ‘‘ the wool to be weighed up” applied to something 
to be done after the wool was sold. The plamntift in fact did not buy at 
the true weight, and yet it was said that the conditions of sale required 
him todo so. That could not be a sound argument. If there was any 
doubt as to the difference in the weight between the wool as paid for and 
a8 bought by the plaintiff, according to the conditions of sale as he read 
them, it must be referred back to the ju to ascertain the amount. 

Bicnam, J.—In this case it appeared that on the 11th of July last the 
plaintiff bought at auction a quantity of wool at a price per pound. If 
nothing more had taken place the purchaser would have been obliged to 
pay upon a whiching the amount found due to the vendor. But it was 
said that he was bound to pay on a weighing that had in fact taken place 
three weeks before he made his purchase, and in support of that contention 
one of the conditions of eale was relied upon. The condition was this: ‘The 
wool to be wares up by a person appointed by the auctioneer ’’—that 
was all—“and taken away by and at the expense of the purchaser 
on or before the time stated by the auctioneers at the sale.”” He thought 
the condition meant to fix merely the person by whom the wool was to be 
Weighed, and had no reference to the time when he was to weigh it. If 
that was the true construction of the condition, then the ordinary common 
law rule of practice applied—namely, that a purchaser of goods by weight 
cannot be called upon to pay for the is except upon a weight to be 
ascertained at the time when he made his purchase. Here, after the 
plaintiff had got his oe and paid for them, he found them 2 per cent. 
below the weight he paid upon. On inquiry he discovered that the 
800ds were weighed three woeks before he purchased them, and very 
Raturally he demanded back the excess so paid. The case must be 
Temitted for the judge to ascertain the amount which the plaintiff was 
entitled to recover {if any) for shortage.—Oounsen, EB. Grimwood Meare ; 





Foa. Souicrrors, Geare § Pease, for Bowker § Sons, Winchester ; Butterworth, 
Rose, § Morrison, Swindon. 
(Reported by Exsxixe Rein, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Winding-up Cases. 
Re SEPTIMUS PARSONAGE & CO. (LIM.). Wright, J. 19th June. 


Company—Winpinc vup—FRavupuLent CrrcuLarR—AtTTempr To Misieap 
THE Cournt—Contempt or Court. 


This was a motion, made by the special direction of the judge, on 
behalf of the official receiver, that Mesers. Septimus Parsonage and J. V. 
Criper, directors of the company, and T. R. Grace, an employé of the 
company, might be committed for contempt of court, in that, whereas 
a petition was pending for the compulsory winding up of the company, 
they conspired togetber to obtain, by misrepresentativn to the shareholders 
thereof and other improper means, the yeaiag. of a resolution of the com- 
pany for the voluntary winding up thereof, with intent to mislead the 
court as to the real views of such shareholders and prevent a compulsory 
winding-up order being made. A petition for the compulsory winding up 
of the company was presented on the 21st of March, 1901, by the assignee 
of aclaim for costs of a solicitor. On the following day a board meeting 
was held, at which four directors, ——a Parsonage, Criper, and H. T. 
Gould, were present, and it was then decided to call a meeting of the 
company to pass a resolution fora voluntary winding up. Later in the 
day Gould told Parsonage that he had come to the conclusion that it 
would be improper for the directors to call the meeting, and that he 
should oppoee it; at the same time he intimated that he disapproved of 
Parsonage’s conduct as a director. Thereu the latter consulted OCriper, 
and proposed to send a circular to the shareholders, to which course Oriper 
apparently agreed. It was alleged that the circular had been submitted 
to, and approved by, the late solicitor to the company, but it was not 
shewn that he knew on whose behalfit wasissued. Grace, who was in the 
company’s employment at thirty-two shillings a week, and who held 200 
preference shares which had been given him by Parsonage, was then sent 
tor by the latter or by Criper, and was at length induced to sign the 
circular bearing his address at Southend, in which, after referring to the 
notice sent by the directors convening an extraordinary general meeting 
with a view to voluntary liquidation, he stated that as a large shareholder 
in the compary he was dissatisfied with the conduct of the directors, and 
was at his own expense about to make a thorough investigation into the 
affairs of the company with the object of ascertaining the truth with 
regard to the circumstances of the company and the conduct of its affairs, 
and he asked the shareholders to support him in his action, and, if they 
were unable to attend the meeting in person, to send proxies (forms of 
which he enclosed) to enable him to vote for them in support of the inquiry. 
This circular was printed on the instructions of Parsonage or Oriper, and 
sent to the shareholders by Grace from Southend, and in reply he received 
proxies representing 60,000 shares. The directors, in addition, held a con- 
siderable number of other proxies, and together with Grace were able 
to command a clear majority. The meeting was held on the Ist of April. 
A resolution for voluntary windmg up was moved by Parsonage and 
seconded by Criper; an amendment was moved by a shareholder 
for the appointment of a committee of investigation, but was declared 
to be lost on a shew of hands. Grace alleged that he voted for it, but 
he did not use his proxies or demand a poll. An amendment was then 
moved for compulsory winding, up and seconded by Gould, and on a show 
of hands was apparently carried, but on a poll being demanded the 
proxies held by Grace and the directors were used in favour of a voluntary 
winding up, a resolution for which was passed. On the 4th of April 
another form of circular was sent to Grace with instructions for getting it 
printed. Grace had it printed, and sent it from Southend; it p 
to describe what took place at the meeting and explained Grace’s action 
there, and expressed the hope that he had acted in accordance with the 
wishes of those who had given him proxies, and asked the latter to return 
a form (which was enclosed) expressing their opinion of the way in which 
he had used their proxies. An order was subsequently made for the 
winding up of the company. It was contended that if in the course of 
judi proceedings attempts were made to mislead the court, such 
attempts constituted a contempt of court, and that in this case the resolu- 
tion for voluntary winding-up obtained in this manner had been intended 
to be used, and had been used, to influence the court to prevent a com- 
pulsory winding-up order being made ; on the other hand it was contended 
that the transaction was merely intended to checkmate Gould and not to 
deceive the court. 

Wuient, J., said that a fraud of the gravest kind had been committed ; 
Grace was a man of straw put forward by Parsonage and Criper to issue a 
false circular from Southend. Why had it been posted there except for 
the purposes of fraud? The meeting came on, and at it Grace obeyed 
Parsonage and Criper, and all the proxies which were given te be used 
against the directors were used in their favour and in sv* port of a 
resolution for a voluntary winding WP. It was the grosseet uf frauds on 
the shareholders. Then how far was fraud directed against the court ? 
Parsonage and Criper must have known that the effect of an existing 
voluntary winding up was to destroy the right of the petitioning creditor to 
have the company wound up by the court unless the petitioner could shew 
that his rights would be Rei udiced by the voluntary winding up, which 
prejudice was often a cult matter to prove. The court must 
therefore infer that it had been intended to bring about a real interference 
with the court when the petition came on. In the circumstances 
Parsonage must be committed to prison for six weeks and Criper for four 
weeks, but no order would be made against Grace, having regard to his 
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position and to what the Attorney-General had said in his favour.— 
Counse, Sir Robert Finlay,A.G., and R. J. Parker ; Shee, K.C., and Edmonds, 
Soxtcrtors, The Solicitor to the Board of Trade ; Mason, Son, § Turnbull. 


[Reported by W. Morais Canter, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re STATE OF WYOMING SYNDICATE (LIM.). Wright, J. 25th June. 


Company—WInpinc ur —Reavuisition To Dimzcrors—Norice or Megrrinc 
BY SgcreTraky Wirnovur Avutnoriry — Conszequgent INVALIDITY OF 
Resotvtion To Winn ve VoLuntTartLy — Orepiror’s Pprririon — 
Companies Act, 1900, s. 13, sus-szorions 1, 3, 5. 


This was a creditor’s petition for the compulsory ne of the 
above company, which had been presented on the 16th of May, 1901. 
Before the petition was presented—namely, on the 25th of April, 1901, a 
requisition was sent in to the directors,in accordance with section 13 of the 
Companies Act, 1900, requiring them to convene an extraordinary general 
meetirg of the ccmpany for the purpose of passing resolutions for voluntary 
winding up and the appointment of a liquidator. On the 29th of April, 1901, 
the secretary of the company, acting on his own authority, issued from the 
offices of the company notices convening a meeting of the company, to be 
held on the 10th of May, to pass the extraordinary resolutions. These 
notices were signed by the secretary and did not state that the meeting 
was summoned by the directurs. At the meeting held in accordance with 
the notice, two directors, the requisitionists, and many shareholders were 
present and the resolution was passed by the required majority. By the 
articles two directors formed a quorum, and the regulations governing the 
callmg of meetings were those contained in Table A of the Companies 
Act, 1862, clause 32 of which provides that the directors may, 
whenever they think fit, convene an extraordinary general 
meeting. The petition was opposed on the ground that there 
was already a voluntary winding up pending, but the petitioner contended 
that the resolution had not been validly passed, because the meeting had 
been held without any authority of thedirectors. Counsel for the voluntary 
liquidator referred to Browne v. La Trindad (386 W. R. 289, 37 Ch. D. 1), Foss 
v. Harbottle (2 Hare 461), Southern Counties Deposit Bank v. Rider (73 L. T. BR. 
374), Re Bonelli’s Telegraph Co., Collier’s Claim (19 W. R. 1022, 12 Kq. 246, 
258). 

Wrient, J., said that in his opinion the law was quite clear that the 
meeting could not have been properly summoned on toe day on which it 
was summoned except by the directors. It could not bave been summoned 
by the requisitionists because the twenty-one days limited by section 13 of 
the Act of 1900 had not expired, and until after that period had elapsed only 
the directors could call the meeting, and the secretary could not, without 
their authority, summon a meeting. His lordship said that this was 
admitted by Mr. Martelli, who however ssid that there had been a mere 
irregularity in the internal affairs of the company which could, and would, 
have been immediately set right if the exietence of the irregularity had been 
known, and that it was contrary to the established principles of equity to 
—c a matter as this as an irregularity which was fatal to the 
validity of the proceedings. His lordship said no one would desire to 
infringe on Browne v. La Trinidad and other similar caees, but he hesitated 
to apply the principles of those cases in a case like the pre.ent, and in 
doing so he thought he was deciding in accordance with the decision of 
Cozens-Hardy, J., in Re Haycroft Gold Reduction and Mining Co. (1900, 2 Ch. 
230, 236). Nothing could be more important than the question whether a 
company should proceed to a voluntary liquidation, and it seemed to 
him that proceedings of this kind ought to be conducted with 
substantial propriety. In a case of this kind the secretary could 
not act entirely on bis own authority, and if he did so, his lordship thought 
he ougbt not to hold that a resolution passed at the meeting 
was valid. If it had been a mere question of informality with 
regard to the constitution of the board which summoned the meeting —- 7., 
a question of a quorum being present, then Browne v. Trinidad might have 
been ——. No doubt two disectors, the reqnisitionists, and many 
shareholders had been present at the meeting, and if there had been full 
knowledge of the irregularity and the directors had done anything to 
recognize the act of the secretary as their act, then a different question 
would have arisen, but there was no question of ratification in the present 
case. His lordship therefore held, that no valid resolution for voluntary 
wmding up had been passed, and made the usual order for a compulsory 
wiading up. The cost of the voluntary liquidator were allowed out of the 
assets.—CotnseL, F. Gore-Brown; E. W. Martelli, Soxtcrrorns, Judge § 
Priestley ; Robbins, Billing, § Co. 


{Reported by W. Mozais Caarer, Barrist2r-at-Law. | 


LAW SOCIETIES. 
THE GLOUCESTERSHIRE AND WILTSHIRE INCORPORATED 
LAW SOCIETY. 


The annual general meeting of the above society was held at Stroud, on 
Wednesday, the 26th day of June, 1901. The members met at “The 
”” the residence of the president (Mr. A. J. Morton Ball), at 12 noon, 
when the business of the meeting was transacted. The following members 
were present: Mr. A. J. Morton Ball (president, in the chair), Mr. W. 
Forrester (Malmesbury, vice-j resident), Messrs. W. Warman, R. H. Smith, 
E. G. Little, H. H. Mills, E. Northam Witchel]l, J. L. Norrie, A. H. G. 
Heelas, C. Uptum and F. G. Playne (Stroud), J. Mullings (Cirencester), 
M. F, Uarter (Newnham), W .G. Gurney and W. G. Earengey (Cheltenham), 
John an, J. P. Wilton Haines, C. Scott, G. Whitcombe, J. H. Jones, 
G. eld Blakeway, H. Allen Armitage, W. Langley-Smith, H. W. 
Grimes, J. P. Wilkes, and John W. Coren (hon. secretary, Gloucester), 





The report of the committee of management for the past year was adopted 
on the motion of the President seconded by Mr. M. F. Carter. 

Gratuities to the amount of £82 10s. were voted to the relatives of deceased 
solicitors, and a donation of ten guineas to the Solicitors’ Benevolent Associa. 
tion. 

A donation of £21 was voted to the Gloucestershire Law Library Society. 

It was resolved to continue in association with the Associated Provincial 
Law Societies for the current year. 

Mr. William Forrester (Malmesbury) and Mr. Charles Scott (Glou-. 
cester) were elected president and vice-president respectively for the year 


uing. 

The following were elected as the committee of management for the 
ensuing year, together with the president, vice-president, and hon. secretary ; 
Messrs. R. Ellett, M. F. Carter, W. Warman, J. B. Winterbotham, E. C. 
Sewell, H. Bevir, John Bryan, A. J. Morton Ball, and J. P. Wilton 
Haines. 

The following new members were elected, viz.: Mr. C. O. H. Sewell 
(Cirencester), Messrs. Robert Hilton and L. A. Luxmoore (Swindon, Wilts), 
Mr. W. H. Madge (Gloncester), and Mr. Ronald McLaren (Cheltenham). 

A vote of thanks to the president concluded the meeting. 

Luncheon was afterwards served, and the mombers then proceeded for a 
drive through Woodchester, Nailsworth, Avening, and Cherrington, 
returning over Miochiahampton Common to dinner at the Imperial Hotel. 
The dinner was also attended by his Honour Judge Ellicott and Mr. Ellett 
(the president of the Incorporated Law Society, U.K.), and other members 
who were uvable to attend the meeting. 

The following are extracts from the report of the committee : 

Members.—The number of members is 111, of whom eighty-five are 
also members of the I.L.8.U.K. 

“ Ellett”” Presentation.—The committee, in accordance with the resolution 
of the members of the society at the last anoual meeting, had the pleasure 
of presenting to Mr. Robert Ellett, the president of the Incorporated Law 
Society, an illuminated address, together with silver candelabra engraved 
with a suitable inscription, as subscribed for by the members. ‘The 
following is a copy of the address: ‘‘Gloucestershire and Wiltshire Incor- 

rated Law Society. To Robert Ellett, Esquire, President of the 

neorporated Law Society, U.K. Atthe annual general meeting of this 
society, held on the 18th of July, 1900, the following resolution was unani- 
mously passed : ‘That the members of the Gloucestershire and Wiltshire 
Incorporated Liw Society unanimously desire to record on their minutes 
their appreciation of the high honour done to this meg ed the election of 
Mr. Robert Elett to the presidency of the Incorporated Law Society, U.K., 
& position to which by his personal integrity and worth, and by his able and 
constant efforts in support of our profession, he has so justly attained.’ It 
was also decided at the meeting that a presentation should be made to Mr. 
Ellett in recognition of the great services rendered by him to this society as 
its president from 1881 to 1892, and as a mark of personal regard and 
esteem from many friends.’”’ [Then follows the names of the subscribers. } 
The resolution and presentation were very cordially acknowledged by 
Mr. Eilett. 

Incorporated Law Society, U.K,—In consequence of the resignation of Mr. 
Vassall, of Bristol, of his seat on the Council, it has become necessary under 
the scheme of 1896 for the western district to electa new member. The 
Herefordshire society proposed Mr. W. J. Humfrys, of Hereford. He has 
been a useful member of the Council (extraordinary), and your committee 
have supported his candidature and ask all the members of the society who 
are electors to record their votes for him, as he is now the accepted 
candidate for the western district. Mr. Parr, of Bristol (a member of the 
same firm of Mr. Vassall), and Mr. Hill, of Cardiff, were also candidates ; 
but it appeared to your committee that the interests of the great towns are 
already strongly represented on the Council. Mr. C. E. Mathews, of 
Birmingbam, is the accepted candidate for the Midland district on the 
resignation of Mr. Saunders, and it is hoped that in accordance with the 
scheme of 1896 our members will vote for Mr. Mathews. 

Corrupt Practices Bill.—The committee are pleased to report that the 
efforts made by the various law societies to amend this Bill have not been 
without success, and that the Bill as now introduced by the Lord Chancellor 
appears to be honestly intended to check corrupt practices without interfer- 
ing with legitimate business, 

Conditions of Sale.—The committee consider that the time has almost 
arrived for revision of our common sale conditions, and would welcome 
suggestions from the members on the subject. They would also call the 
attention of members to the necessity of duly stamping contracts of sale 
annexed to our conditions before execution, as the Inland Revenue Com- 
missioners insist on the full penalty of £10 if such contracts are stamped 
after execution. ‘The occasional ap ce of advertisements of sales under 
our conditions, but without the name of any solicitor appended, is worthy of 
notice and inquiry. The necessity of disch osing special and general condi- 
tions of sale pati a sale by auction has attracted some attention since the 
judgment given in Dougherty v. Oates by Mr, Justice Buckley, who plainly 
implied that unless intending purchasers were given an opportunity of inspect- 
ing conditions of sale and all material deeds before cdétning into the sale room 
they would not be bound by restrictions other than those necessarily implied 
from the description of the property. The opinion of Mr. E. P. Wolstenholme 
was taken on the subject by the Wakefield Law Society in March last, and is at 
the service of members of this society, He advises that ‘‘the only safe 
course is to have particulars, special conditions, and general conditions 
printed on the same paper,” and that “the purchaser must be informed of 
restrictive covenants, but it is sufficient to refer to them generally in the 
particulars, and to say that copies of them or of the deeds containing them 
can be seen at some specified place fora reasonable time, say ten days, 
before the sale. They need not be set out in the contract or read at the 
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SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, on Wednesday, the 10th 
inst., Mr. T. Musgrave Francis (Uambridge) inthe chair. The other directors 

resent bring: Messrs. H. Morten Cotton, Grantham R. Dodd, Walter Dowson, 

. Roger B. Gregory, Samuel Harris (Leicester), F. Marton Hull (Liverpool), 
Sir George H. Lewis, F. Rowley Parker, Richard Pennington, J.P., and 
J. T. Scott (secretary), A sum of £895 was distributed in grants of relief, 
eighty new members were admitted to the association, and other general 
business transacted. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
suecesful at the Intermediate Examination held on the 19th of June, 1901 : 


Aldridge, Harold Whitchurch Moor- Hubbard, Arthur Fortescue 
ing, B.A. (Camb.) Huxley, Henry Scott 
Appleyard, Lionel James, Arthur Godfrey, B.A. (Oxon.) 
Bailey, Herbert Johnson, Edward Dinwoody 
Baker, Thomas Ernest Henry Mayott, B.A. 
Barnett, Ernest Edward 
Barnsley, Godfrey, B.A. (Oxon.) 
Barton, Wilfred Edwin 
Bates, Edmund Chadwick 
Beardsley, Godfrey Leonard 
Beaven, Reginald Albert Gardner 
Bentham, John Apthorpe 
Berry, James Arthur 
Bird, Joseph 
Bissett, Thomas Lethbridge 
Bosanquet, Geoffrey Uourthope, 
BA. (Camb.) 

Brown, Arthur Cassels, B. A. (Oxon.) 
Burdett, Arthur Brailsford 
Buttle, William Francis 
Capt, Ernest Emile Henry 
Cautherley, Charles Stewart 
Clarke, Harry Noel 
Clayton, Roger, B.A. (Oxon.) 

ord, Francis Ernest 
Clinton-Baker, John Hugh, B.A. 


Johneon, 
(Oxon.) 

Jones, Herbert Edward 

Jones, Hugh Middleton 

Keen, Harry 

Kew, William Rupert 

Lake, Robert 

Leather, Arthur Bowring 

Lee, Percy Kemp 

Lee, Thomas Oliver, B.A. (Oxon.) 

Lloyd, Lionel Robert 

Lomer, Walter Reginald 

Longrigg, George Edmund, B.A. 
(Camb.) 

Malkin, Arthur 

Malpus, George 

Martin, Edwin McGrath, B.A. (Camb.) 

Medley, John Percival 

Merriman, Frank Boyd 

Milne, Kenneth John 

Miiller, Douglas Ga 

Neil, Alexander Cockburn 

Ogburn, Frederick Ernest 

Page, Stuart Lynam 

Parker, Harold 

Parker, Reginald Frank, B.A. (Oxon ) 

Partridge, Percival Walter 

Payne, Robert Alexander 

Peck, Geoffrey Musgrave Alfred 

Penny, Albert Edward 

Peter, Reginald Arthur 

Phelan, William Henry 

Pole, Norman Hosegood 

Pollock, Vivian Arthur 

Ponting, Walter Henry 

Porter, Leonard 

Pothecary, Herbert Martin Rixsen 

Pulleyn, George Frederick 

Pulliblank, Maurice 

Pritchard, Horace 

Pruddah, Robert Austin 

Pulleyne, Paul 

Reynolds, Harold Edwin 

Roach, Horace 

Robertson, Archibald Harvey, B.A. 
(Durham) 

Roch, Walter Francis 

Ruston, Frederick Vyvyan 

Samuel, Albert Lewia 

Savery, William Hubert 

Shaw, Harold Wyberg 

Sims, Augustus Frederick 

Smith, Henry Charles John Russell 

Smith, Herbert Gorringe 

Smith, Theodore Leslie 

Smithett, Albert Latreille 

Sparks, Frederick James 

Stephen, Noel Campbell 

Stone, Arthur, B.A. (Camb.) 

Suggate, Aubrey Pierrepont 

Thompson, Tom Roe, B A. (Oxon.) 

Toller, George Archibald 

Turner, Robert Reginald Johnston 

Wade, James Mervyn 

Walmsley, John Fred 

Walshaw, Saxon 

Ward, George Crowe 

Ward, William$Beaumont 

Watson, Lawrence Cecil 


Cohn, Albert Maher, B.A. (Oxon.) 

Coley, William Howard 

Cooksey, Thomas 

Cooper, Edward 

Cotton, Cecil Maurice 

Crowther, Alfred Edward 

Ourtis, William Frederick 

Dashwood, Henry Thomas Alex- 
ander, B.A. (Camb. 

Dodd, Albert Charles Webber 

Douglass, Percy Baring 

Dwyer, Frank Hemming 

Dyall, Charles William 

Esam, John 

Eustace, Frederick 

Few, John Edward, B.A. (Camb.) 

Fletcher, Pnilip Deighton 

Forshaw. Tnomas Herbert 

Freeth, Walter Kingson 

French, William Douglas, B.A. 
Camb 


( -) 
Fulton, Hamilton Koberwein 
, Henry 
Gartside. Charles Percy 
Gilbert, John Clifford Wilson, B.A. 


(Oxon. ) 
Gill, Frederick William 


Glossop, Alf 
Goddard, Anhur Henry, B.A. 


(Camb.) 
Hagen, Francis William Day 
, John 
Hanscombe, Hugh James 
Harle, James Lockey 
Hart, Bernard Leslie 
Hart, Cecil Kdgar 
Hartley, William Percy 
Hartopp, Kdward Liddell 
Hawken, Regicald 
Hick, Mark Day 
Holmes, William Wainman 
Hope, Herbert Ashworth 
Horton, Walter, B.A. (Oxon.) 
John Gordon 
Howlett, Francis Keeling 





Whitting, Edward Jewel, B.A. 
(Camb } 


Williams, Malcolm Parker, B.A. 


Wilson, Charles 
Wood, Charles 


Wood, Herbert Amos Raistrick 
Ww bert 


‘ood, Ro 
Woodroffe, William Harold Good- 
ale, B.A. (Camb.) 
Worstenholme, Harold Parker 
Wright, Geo Herbert 
Wright, James Dunckley 


Finat Examtnation. 
The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Final Examination held on 17th and 18th June, 1901: 


Aaron, Norman Hyam 
Argyle, Francis Harry 
Arnott, Henry Glen . 

Ascroft, William Fawell, B.A. 


(Oxon) 

Atkey, James Frederick Haynes, 
B A. (Camb.) 

Aubrey, Charles Henry 

Bagshawe, Edward Gray 

Baines, Sidney Ernest 

Baker, Reginald Lawrence 

Banks, Arnold Shaw 

Barker, Geoffry Hugh Mitcalfe 

Barker, George Norman 

Barrett, Herbert Leslie Crosthwaite 


-| Beale, Edmund Phipson 


Bell, Sydney Pyman, B.A, LL.B. 
(Camb.) 

Belsey, John William 

Bendall, Reginald James 

Bird, Clifford Henr 

Blachford, Henry cis 

Blake, Charles Frederick Sapte 

Blandford, Walter Fielding 
Holloway, M.A. (Camb.) 

Block, Willtam Thomas Barnard 

Blyth, Maurice McAuslane, B.A. 
(Camb. ) 

Booth, Ernest George 

Bradwell, Herbert 

Brinton, Percival Robert, 
(Oxon.) 

Brisco, Richard Brown 

Brookhouse, John Charles 

Brown, Sydney Ernest 

Brown, William Stanley Alston 

Brydon, Robert Shadforth 

Buckle, William Beecroft 

Bullin, Reginald 

Burgess, Henry 

Burgess, Henry George 

Burls, Harold Edwin Grant, B.A. 
pong A 

Burnie, Edward Alfred 

Cape, John Alfred 

Carden, Philip Sidney 

Cass, Charles Parkinson 

Caswell, Thomas Hi!l 

Chittock, Aubrey Thorn 

Chubb, Harry Percy 

Churton, William Arthur Vere, 
B.A., LL.B. (Camb.) 

Cleaver, Harold Willoughby 

Clifton, William Ernest 

Cole, Archibald Colquhoun, B.A. 
Camb 


( .) 

Collier, Oswald 

Collings, Robert Hayward Lindon 

Corfield, Thomas Henry, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 

Crane, Frederick Charles Smith 

Cruickshank, Robert Barnard, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 

Davey, George William 

Davis, George Edgar Shuter, B.A. 
(Camb.) 

Dawe, Leonard William 

Dean, Gilbert Dean 

Dewhurst, Norman 

Dimes, Percy Ktty 

Dobson, William Greswell 

Dodworth, George Newbould 

Druce, Eliot Albert Cross, B.A., 
LL.B. (Camb.) 

Duncalf, Frank Maydew 

Dutton, William 

Eastwood, Albert Edward, B.A. 
(Camb.) 

Eddowes, Arthur 

Edington, Harry Conway 

= Edward Francis Coppen- 


B.A. 


Emmet, Ernest Arnold 
Ewart, Joseph 

Farrington, William Bowker 
Fea, George Oswald 

Feeny, Leo Burton, 

Finnie, Robert Leslie 

Firth, Wilfrid 


Fowler, Robert George 

Fraser, Cecil Eustace William, M.A. 
(Oxon ) 

Fry, Edward Houghton 

Fynes-Clinton, Arthur 

Gateley, Stephen Joseph 

Gee, Harold 

Gingell, William Henry 

Given- Wilson, Harold Mervyn, B A., 
LL.B. (Camb. ) 

Gladstone, Robert Phillott 

Goffey, Thomas 

Goodman, Fred Tench 

Gould, Tom Barnard 

Gray, Eliot Cecil George, 
(Camb.) 

Green, Douglas 

Griffith, Arthur Lloyd 

Gubbay, Simon Marcus Simon 

1, James 
Hall, John 
Hamilton, Lewis Gellie, B.A. 


(Oxon.) 

Harbottle, David Lindsay, LL.B. 
(Victoria) 

Harrison, Ermest Charlton 

Haslewood, Guy Harrop 

Hatch, Frank 

Hawks, William James 

Hawksley, Ernest Bourchier, B.A. 
(Oxon.) 

Hendersun, Philip Maclagan 

Henley, Henry John 

Hewitt, Walter 
(Oxon ) 

Hodge, John 

Hodgkinson, Conway Loveridge 

Hood, Walter George Jacombe 

Hooper, John McKenzie, 8.A. 
(UOxon.) 

Hore, Reginald Bernard 

Horton, Leslie ‘Thornton 

Howe, Samuel Walter 

Hoyle, Henr; 

Hughes, William 

Hunt, Sydney 

Jackson, Arthur Spencer, 
(Oxon.) 

Jackson, Francis Bernard, B.A. 


Gam) 

Jackson, Philip Harman 

Jarvis, Sydney Herbert 

Jone-, Eden Haythorne 

Jones, Edmund Stanley 

Jordan, Henry 

Jabb, Jo:eph 

Kiog, William Henry 

Langmore, Wilfred Bankart, LL.B. 


B.A. 


Pearse, B.A. 


B.A. 


Camb. 
san Walter Richard Joseph 


Frav 
tame Alfred William 
Lewis, Thomas William 
Lewis, William Rhodes 
Liell, Leonard William 
Llewellyn, David 
Lomax, Arthur Hilton 
inotto, Leo 
lane ‘ Edmund Moore, 


borough, 
B.A. (Oxon.) 
McGrath, Joseph Charles 
Mackenzie, — 2a, 
Mackenzie, Henry les 
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Maclean, Horace Malcolm Sedgwick, John Stephen, B.A. 
Mahon, Heathfield MacMahon, B.A. (Camb. 
(Oxon) Shephard, Harold 
William Howard, B.A. Shield, William James 
(Camb) Simpson, Robert Arthur Abbs 


Mann, William Horace Sowerby, John Richardson 
— Frederick Ohauncy B.A. Spanton, John Woodfield 

(Oxon.) Stamp, William Arthur Edmand 
Marsh, Dudley Palk 


Stephenson, Frank Latham, B.A. 
Marshall, Benjamin (Oxon. ) 
Marshall, William Skinner, B.A., Stubbs, Ivor Frederick Pattinson 


LL.B. (Camb. ) Taylor, Lawson 
Mason, Frederick Jobn Telford, Jobn James 
Mattingley; Frederick Robert Thairlwall, Frederick 
Mawby, Edwin George Tillett, Eric De Caux 


Mercer, William David 
Metchim, Edgar Ralph 
Moore, Kdwin Fred 
Morrell, George Edward 
Morton, James 
Mullis, Fred Vachell, Arthur Cadogan 
Myott, Norman McLean Walker, William Henry 
Nance, Ernest Morton, M.A. (Lond.) Waller, Alexander Mortlock 
Nicholson, Robert Leonard Saint Walton, Oliver 

Clare Watkin, John Wilfred 
Nickson, Robert Oddie Watson, The Hon. David Kenneth, 
Ulley, George Henry M.A. (St. Andrews) 
Painter, Ernest Arthur Wayman, Harry Reginald Bland, 
Paterson, William Augustus Elliot B.A. (Oxon) 
Peach, Henry William Webb, Wilfred William 
Phillips, Thomas, LL.B. (Camb.) Weigall, Evelyn Henry Villiers, 
Pitcairn, Arthur Alexander B A. (Oxon) 


Tootal, Frederick Edward Owen, 
B.A., LL B. (Camb.) 

Townsend, Charles Lucas 

Underwood, Henry Laurence, B.A , 
LL.B. (Camb.) 


Rawson, Alfred Cooper Whitaker, Alfred Kidd 
Rayner, Joseph Sutcliffe White, Henry, B.A. (Oxon.) 
» Percy Hamilton White, William Edgar 


Reed, Ethelbert Wreford Whitfield, James Gibson, B.A. 
Reeve, William Vevers (Camb.) 
Richardson, John Sherbrooke, B.A. Wickens, Samuel 
(Camb.) Wilkinson, Lancelot 
Robinson, Arthur Douglas, B.A., Woollcombe, Basil Richard 


LL B. (Camb.) Wright, Harold Kentish 
Rundell, Cyril Herbert Wrigley, James Cecil, M.A., LL.B. 
Ryland, Henry Montagu (Camb.) 


Seaton, George Stuart Wyatt, Harold William Bertie 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


We regret to announce the death, on the 29th ult., at the age of seventy- 
one years, cf Mr. Wii114m Kina, the head of the firm of King, Wigg, & 
Co., of No. 11, Queen Victoria-street, London. Mr. King was born at 
Northampton, and served his articles with Mr. R. C. Andrew, of Brixworth, 
near Northampton. He was admitted in 1853 and became managing 
clerk to the firm of Gem, Pooley, & Beisley, of No. 1, Lincoln’s-inn- 
fields. This firm subsequently became Beisley, Read, & Pattison, and 
afterwards Pattison & Wigg. Mr. King became partner in the last- 
mentioned firm, and continued his association with it under the successive 
styles of Pattison, Wigg, < Co. and King, Wigg, & Co. He was a man of 
great shrewdness and capacity, and was also distinguished by the genuine 
kindliness of his disposition, a combination of qualities which enabled him 
to obtain in a remarkable degree the confidence of clients and to smooth 
away difficulties arising in negotiations. Mr. King, who looked hale and 
hearty up to within a short period before his death, succumbed to a heart 
affection, complicated with pneumonia. His loss is deeply regretted by a 
wide circle of friends. 

The death is announced of Mr. Cuaries Prrtinc McKzanp, barrister-at- 
law, of the Northern Circuit. He was educated at Westminster School, 
and was called to the bar in 1877. He practised at Manchester, and 
had a large criminal business. 


Mr. Ricuarp Wricut, LL.B., the Registrar of the Brompton County 
Court, died suddenly this week. He was admitted in 1854, and had 
been attached to the court for forty-six years. At the sitting of the 
court Judge Stonor said he was sure the members of the bar, solicitors, and 
officials would join with him in expressing deep regret at losing so highly 
r able, and experienced a registrar, and added that during the 
last twenty years his honour and Mr. Wright had been on terms of sincere 
friendship. Mr. Freeman Barrett, barrister, and Mr. Morley Stark, 
solicitor, also expressed their sorrow at Mr. Wright’s death. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. E. A. Nepean, barrister-at-law, has been inted a Revi 
Barrister for Middlesex. : es ee 


Mr. Justice Stanizy, a Puisne Judge of the High Court at Calcutta, has 
been appointed to be Chief Justice of the High Court at Allahabad, in 
succession to the late Sir Arthur Strachey. 


Mr. Harry Lusuroton Srzrnen, barrister-at-law, has been appointed 
to be a Judge of the High Court at Calcutta, to fill the vacancy caused A 
g' 


the —— “ Mr. Justice Stanley as Chief Justice of the Hi 


Mr. E. 8S. Forpuam, the metropolitan police magistrate at North 
London police-court, has been elected Chairman of Quarter Sessions for 
Oambridgeshire. 

Mr. R. D..M. Lrrrizr, K C., has been elected Chairman of the Middlesex 
Quarter Sessions for the thirteenth time. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
ApmiIssIon. 


A partnership has been entered into between Messrs. Engall & David- 
son, of Acton, and 13, Bedford-row, and Mr. A. O. Orang, lately practis- 
ing at 44, Bedford-row. Thenew firm will be known as Engall, Davidson, 
& Crane. 

DissoLvuTions. 


Epwarp Atrrep Groom and Joun Hassatt Krettey, solicitors (Thomp- 
son, Groom, & Kirtley), 3, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inn, London. 
June 30. [ Gazette, July 5, 

Leonarp JonHn Turupr Cuxipert and Harry Gxorcz Mumrorp, 

solicitors ina & Chidell), 7, Old Cavendish-street, London. July 1. 
In future such business will be carried by the said Leonard John Thrupp 
Chidell alone at 7, Old Cavendish-street. 
Warren Wituiam Wynne, Georce Artnur Hotme, Waiter Epwarp 
Wvwne, and Ricnarp Wynnz, solicitors (Wynne, Holme, & Wynne), 10, 
New-court, Lincoln’s-inn, London. June 3. So far only as regards 
George Arthur Holme. [ Gazette, July 9. 





GENERAL. 


Lord Morris has had a relapse and his condition is stated to be far from 
satisfactory. 


It is very unlikely, says the Birmingham Gazette, that Mr. Justice Day, 
who was taken ill while on circuit, will return to the bench. Heart 
trouble has been developed, and his time for retirement from active work 
seems to have arrived. 


Mr, Arthur Sperling, for twenty-six years chairman of Cambridgeshire 
Quarter Sessions and twelve years chairman of the Cambridgeshire County 
Council, was on the 6th inst. presented on his retirement by members of 
those bodies with a gold watch, a carriage clock, and large silver salver. 
a ta in his reply, thanked his many friends for their valuable 
testimonial. 


At the forthcoming trial of Lord Russell at the House of Lords, the 
Chancery judges who will be present are Justices Cozens-Hardy, Farwell, 
and Buckley. The Attorney-General, the Solicitor-General, Mr. Sutton, 
and Mr. Bodkin will appear on behalf of the Crown; and Lord Russell 
will be represented by Mr. Robson, K.C., Mr. Horace Avory, K.O., and 
Mr. Charles Mathews. 


Sir Robert Finlay, K.C., LL.D., whose knighthood dates from 1895, 
when he became Solicitor-General, is, says the Daily News, fifty-nine to- 
day (11th July). As Attorney-General, a post to which he attained on the 
elevation of Lord Alverstone to the Chief Justiceship last year, Sir Robert 
Finlay is alike popular in political and legal circles. It is thirty-four 
years since he was called to the bar, and before studying for the law he 
graduated in medicine at Edinburgh University. With the exception of 
the years 1893-4, Sir Robert has represented the Inverness Burghs since 
1885. A devotee of golf, the Attorney-General spends most of the time 
he is free from Parliamentary and legal engagements at his country house 
adjoining the golf links at Nairn. 

At the Southwark County Court, on the 8th inst., says the Times, his 
Honour Judge Addison. K.C., again had before him the case of Bowden 
v. Barrow Brothers in reference to a request by the respondents, Messrs. 
Barrow Brothers, to terminate an award of 12s. 6d. per week under the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act to an old man of seventy named Bowden, 
who was injured while in the respondent’s employ. His honour had 
ordered Bowden to be examined by one of the medical referees under the 
Act, whose decision should be ; and he now stated that as a result of 
the report of the medical referee he was obliged to dismiss the application, 
with the result that the award would continue. Mr. Keble, solicitor, who 
appeared as representing Messrs. Barrow Brothers, asked for a copy of the 
medical referee's report, intimating that it might be of great use for the 
future. His honour said that he could not allow a copy to begiven. From a 
correspondence which he had received from the Home Office he had formed 
the opinion that such reports were privileged and were only for the judge. 
On Mr, Keble, however, citing a case in which he alleged a report to have 
been made public, the judge said that he would definitely inquire whether 
a copy of the report could be furnished. 


*‘ Plaintiff’s Solicitors’’ write to the Times as follows: In these days 
when writers not are slow in producing evidence of delay, either on the part 
of the officials of the court, or of solicitors, or of both, it will be refreshing 
to give a very recent experience of the facilities whicR are available when 
necessity arises. Counsel instructed by us in an urgent case applied to one 
of the Chancery judges, ex parte, for an interim injunction restraining 4 
person from doing a certain thing (the precise nature of the case is im- 
material) for one week, and for leave to serve such person with notice of 
motion returnable within the week to continue the injunction until further 
order. Thejudgegranted theorderat 2.15. Thebrief wasindorsed by counsel, 
initialled by the registrar, and carried in with the necessary papers to the 
registrar’s office, where the order was drawn in full and engrossed, and 
the engrossment handed out for examination and approval by us as 
solicitors having carriage of the proceedings. It was then stamped and 
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handed back to the registrar’s office, passed by the registrar, initialled by 
him, and entered (by being copied into the court books as a completed 
order), and finally delivered out to us by 4 o’clock in the afternoon of the 
same day. No previous intimation of any of the steps was conveyed to 
the officials concerned, and no extra fees were asked for nor given, and 
we are unwilling to withhold this testimony of the smooth and rapid 
manner in which the vast legal machinery worked, by which it is possible, 
when necessary and proper, to deal a swift and crushing blow in the 
interest of justice. 


In the House of Commons on the 10th inst., the Finance Bill was, on 
the motion of the Chancellor of the Exchequer, recommitted for the 
purpose or inserting the following claim: ‘‘ (1) Notwithstanding anything 
contained in the Stamp Act, 1891, a policy of sea insurance made for 
time may contain a continuation clause as defined in this section, and 
such a policy shall not be invalid on the ground only that by reason of 
the contiuation clause it may become available for a period exceeding 
twelve months. (2) There shall be charged on a policy of sea insurance 
containing such a continuation clause a stamp duty of 6d. in 
addition to the stamp duty which is otherwise chargeable on the policy. 
(3) If the risk covered by the continuation clause attaches and a new policy 
is not issued covering the risk, the continuation clause shall be deemed to be 
anew and separate contract of sea insurance expressed in the policy in 
which it is contained, but not covered by the etamp thereon, and the 
policy shall be stamped in respect of that contract accordingly, but may 
be so stamped without penalty at any time not exceeding thirty days atier 
the risk has so attached. (4) For the purposes of this secuon, the expression 
‘continuation clause’ means an agreement to the following or the like 
effect—namely, that in the event of the ship being at sea or the voyage 
otherwise not completed on the expiration of the policy, the subject-matter 
of the insurance shall be held covered until the arrival of the ship, or for a 
reasorable time thereafter not exceeding thirty days.’’ ‘The clause was 
read . _ time. It was added tothe Bill, and the Bill was reported as 
amended. 


A very salutary rebuke has, says the Central Law Journal, been 
administered by the New York Court of Appeals in thecase of People v. 
Mull to prosecuting attorneys who make it a practice to brow-beat a jury 
in their endeavour to coerce a verdict. The following ere some extracts 
from the district attorney’s address to the jury : ‘‘ Not one of the men who 
sit before me in those chairs has a doubt, either reasonable or unreasonable, 
asto who committed this atrocious, fiendish crime. A failure by you, 
gentlemen, to convict this man of this crime which has been so clearly 
proven against him cannot fail to excite widespread comment and indigna- 
tion among the whole body of citizens of this country. Of course it is 
always the hope of a man accused of murder in the first degree to 
find one juryman to stick out and bring about a disagreement 
to save bis life. I know that is the only hope of this accused, but if there 
is aman among you who will be so callous to public opinion and to the 
respect of his fellow citizens, who would be so forgetful and reckless of his 
oath, so negligent and heedless of the welfare of his family, as to say that 
Archie Muil did not commit this crime, then I am deceived.”” The Court 
of Appeal, in reversing the judgment, said, ‘* Clearly we ought not to allow 
a verdict to stand to the securing of which such methods and influences 
were thought by the public prosecutor to be necessary. It it be said that 
in the case before us there is no reasonable doubt of the defendant’s guilt, 
it should be remembered that it is not for the courts, but for the jury, to say 
this by their free and impartial verdict, and we cannot know that they 
have said it when we do know that they were told by the district attorney 
that their own good repute was in jeopardy and could only be saved by 
convicting the defendant.”’ 








The Governor and Oompany of the Bank of England give notice that 
they are authorized to receive applications for £3,000,000 India £3 per 
Cent. Stock, not redeemable before 5th October, 1948. Trustees are 
empowered to invest in this stock, unless expressly forbidden by the 
instrument creating the trust. Price of issue, fixed by the Secretary of 
State for India in Council, £98 per cent. The list will be closed on, or 
before, Tuesday, 16th July, 1901. 








COURT PAPERS. — 
\SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE 


Rota or ReaisTaars 1" ATTENDANCE OX 








Emencency Appzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
TA. No. 2. KExEwicu. Byaryg. 

15 Mr. Beal Mr. Godfrey Mr. W.Leach Mr. King 
Godfrey Farmer Greswell Church 
Farmer Godfrey w. King 
een Farmer ue Church 
Bieach Fa Greswell Church 

Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
CozensHarpy. FArwe.u. Buckiey. Joycr, 
156 Mr, Carrington Mr, R. Leach Mr. Mr. Church 
16 Pugh Beal King 
Carrington Leach Greswell 
Pugh Beal bf Leach 
Carrington Leach Pemberton 
Pugh Beal Jackson 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 
July 15.—Mr. Ricuarp Apa Exuis (of the firm of Exus & Son), at the Mart, at 2: A 
Block of modern Mercantile Offic s fitted with an hydraulic litt, cocupying 
a valuable site of about 1,860 sq ft., between the Provision, and Wine ; 
rental, £2,000 annum ; Beis Sar 00 peers hem ae Se of £370 a year. 
Solicitors, W: Esq., Solomon Myers, Esq., both of London. (See 
advertisement, this week, p. 5.) 
July 15, 16, 17.—Messrs. H. E Fosran & Cranriz.p, at 6358, Fulham-road, at 12, Laundry 
and Plant. Solicitor, @. J. Fowler, Esq., London, and Messrs. W. Fry & 
Son, in. (See advertisement, this week, back page. 
July 16 —Messrs. Davin Bursert & Co., at the Mart, at 2:—Beckenham : Three Resi- 
dences, close to Beckenham Junction ; ait te) ah Sentals of G00, O58, and 600 
essrs. 


Messrs. 
Share e (Ltd.), Hampstead Electric 
Scottish Africa (Ltd.), Cape Asbestos Co. (Ltd.), Folkestone Racecourse Co. (Ltd.), 
Empire Theatre of Varieties (Ltd.), Hastings, and Burnside Tea Co. of Ceylon (Ltd.). 


(See advertisements, July 6, p. 3.) 
July 16.—Mr. Freperick WaRmAn, F.AI, at the at 1 :—Bedford-row, No. 11, John- 
hold rooms, &c., on six floors; rental 


street: Well-built Free » 14 sp’ , 
value £200. Solicitor, Conrad Fitch, Esq., London.—Crouch End, Thorniloe, Cool- 
hurst-road : Well-fitted Residence, seven spacious bedrooms. fitted bath-room, noble 
hall, three r rooms and garden. (See advertisements. July 6, p. 3.) 

July 17.—Messrs. E. Foster & CranriE.p, at the at 2: 11 Long Peaschola 
Houses, producing £386 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs, & Coveney, London. 
(See advertisement, this week, back page.) 

July 17.—Mr. Groce B. Smatirzice & Co., at the pane a I ey E. : Freehold 
and Leasehold Ground-rents, close to Stratford and d Market Stations on the 


G.E.B,, amounting to £1,687 11s. annum ; with valuabie reversions. Solicitors, 
|: ican es wksley, London. (See advertisements, June 23, 
July 18.—Mesars. Desennam, Tewson, Farmer, & Bripcwarer, at the at 2:— 
42, Holland-park, to -park Station on the Central 7, 
affording quick access to the City and West End, half a mile from Notting Hill-gate 
Ne ee cna ma dt ae bade, e Phelpe: 
ensi ; al oO ra, 
Sidgw & Biddle, Messrs. E. & A. Swain, of London, (See advertisement, 


J 3. 
July brs? ell H. E, Fosrer & Cranriexp, at the Mart, at 2 p.m :— 
REVERSI! 3 


To One-sixth of Frecholds at Burv St. Edmunds, prod 
: gentlemen 72. itor, H. C. a 
To sixth of a Trust Fund, value £10,150, in 


£170 per annum; 


Stock ; lady 

aged 37. Solicitors, A. Wint! Eaq., a Dunn & Hilliard, London. 

To One-eighth of One-ninth of Rotate, valu £51,575 ; lady aged 44, Solicitors, 
“ Bartram, & Oldfeld, Lond: - : 


Messrs. Oldfield, a 
To Freehold House, value £40 per annum; lady aged 61. Solicitor, Arthur Pyke, 


Eeq., London. 
To Onc-eighth of a Trust Estate, value £17,000. Also to One-eighth of Freehold 
Properties, &c., value £16,C00; lady aged 65. Solicitor, R. Chapman, Esq, 


London. 
To £2,000; ladies aged 54. and 74. Solicitors, Messrs, Crosse & Sons, London. 
LIFE INTEREST of a outa aged 61, producing £137 per annum. Solicitors, 


Messrs. Snow, Fox, 
POLICIES for £1,000, £1,000. . Chas. Wm. Rees Stokes, Esq., Tenby. 
HARES in various Companies (for full particulars, see the advertisements on the 
page of this week’s issue), 
(See advertisements, this week, back ) 
oe E. & 8. Smuitu, at the Hart at 2:—Corner Block of 


land 2, 
Royal Exchange ; let and produces a gross rental of £1,136 annum. 
‘ e, Henley, & Sweet, London.— Holloway: Yard Stabling, 
known Ashburton-yard, Ashburton-grove, 


Commercia 
cloee to the 


compa Dwellic 
Messrs. R. J. Child & Son, London.—Islington 
£72 10s. Solicitor, Alfred is, Esq, London.— way: 
Nag’s Head; rental value £75 per annum, Soli Messrs. Tozer, Whidborne, 
& Dell, Dawlish, South Devon.—Muswell Hill: detached Villa Residence ; 
rental value £65. Solicitor, H. 8, Knight-Gregson, Esq., London, (See advertise- 


ments, this week, p. 5.) 
RESULT OF SALE. 


Messrs. C. C. & T. Moore sold at the Mart, on Thursday last, 3 Freehold in the 
Mile End-road, producing £148 per annum, for £3 205; a Freehold Besidence and Land at 
Buckhurst Hill, £1,400; a Freehold House in Hamfrith-road, Stratford, £820; a 
Freehold Cottage in Woodhouse-road. Larscomsan, Sine ; @ Leasehold Residence in 
Forest-drive, Leytonstone, £480; a Freehold Building Site in Rotherhithe, £600 ; 6 Houses 
in Wellesley-street, Stepney, £880. The total of the day’s sale was £7,665. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Fuivay, July 5, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitgep in CHANCERY. 
Brypon Co, Limrep (in Liquiparion)—Creditors are 
send their names and addresees, and particulars of debts or claims, to 
Pears, 14, George st, Mansion House Crosley & Burn, 2, Moorgate st bldgs, solons 
CommerciaL Atsumen Co, Limrtep—Petn for winding presented July 1, directed to 
be heard on July 17 ham & Meyer, Suffolk House, Pountney 
= petner. mae of eqpusing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in 
ie wu 
Durnoit Brorsess, Laurene—Cesiiiens are required, on or before July 31, to send their 
pames and addresses particulars of their or to les 


a " the - of debts or claims, to Charles Edwin 
. Huntriss chmbrs, 
Grosny Perroieum Co, pone: om, A 
heard July 17 Tippetts, 11, Maiden In, Queen 
ing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock 
Hituier & Sox, Limirsp, or Waits, Somerset, Bausa anp Cuatn Mawvuracrurens (1x 
Votuntary Liquipation are required, on or before August ah send 
SS ae a ee H Palmer, 
ork b! water 
Kaveoor.is Powsr Sywnpicats, Linrrep —Creditors are on or before August 1 
pe pipet peg rg tye rs) 
Henry James Dixon, 257, House, Old Broad st Blair & Girling, Wool 


juired, on ox bafene Anne 38, to 





Winchester 
Exchange, Basinghall st, solors to the liquidators 
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Keutie Cycie Co. Uren ‘1s Votuntary Liaquipation)—Creditors are required, on or 


before Aug t, to send in thsir names aod addresses, and particulars of tneir debts or 

claims, to Thomas Wallace, 42, Mosley st, Newcastle upon Tyne. Maughan & Hall, 
Newcastle upon ‘I'yne. solors for liquidator 

Tue Lapy Marcaret Gotp Mixine Co, Limitrp—Creditors are required, on or before 
Aug 1, to send their names and addreeses, and the icalars of their debis or claims, to 
Henry 8t John Hodges, Finsbury House, Biomtield st 

MozampBiquE Gotp Lanp anp Concessions Co, Limrrep—Creditors are uired, on or 

ore Aug 6, to send their names and the particulars of their debts or 

claims, to ick William Wicks, 317, Winchester Houee, Old Broad st 

Newman's Exproration Co, Limrrep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are uired, on or 
before before July 30, to send their names and addresees, aed the of their 
debts or claims, to Ebenez-r William Ayers, 18, St Swithin’s lane. Burn & Berridge, 11, 
Old Broad st, solors for Jiquidator 

Rovenpares Brick anv Coat Co, Limtep —Creditors are required, on or before July 31, 
te send th-ir names addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims to Robert 
Moreton Bell, 2, Grove rd, Fairfield, Liverpool. Oppenheim & Malkin, St Helens, selors 
to liquidator 

Tuomas Perkins & Sons, Limrrep —Creditors are required, on or before Aug 14 to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick 
an High st, Burton on Trent, Taylor & Wheatcroft, Burton on Trent, solors 
lor Jiqui 


London Gazette.—Turspay, July 9. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limrrep 1s Caancery. 


Havant Town Haut Co, Limtrep—Creditors are copes, on or before July ”', to send 
ia their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, t, William 
Kobert Graham, West st, Havant 


Kuerxsporr Gotp Mining AnD Diamonp Co, Limttep—Creditors are required, on or 
before Aug 14, to send their names aod addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claima, to William Hevry Brown, 34 and 36, Gresham st Francis & Johnson, Gt 
Winchester st, solors for the Jiquidator 

Lewis & Co, Limirev—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 26, to send thei 
and addresses, und the particula:s of their debts or claims, to William Basving Fest, 
8, Lothbury. Webb & Co, Essex st Strand, solors for the liquidator 

Paris Rawway Guive Syxpicats, Livrrep—Creditors are required, on or before A é 
= on — a and addresses, _ the ee of dnote debts or claims, to Heeola’ 

rs, 15, George st, Mansion House. illiams & Uo,, La 
ie ilenadenes rence Pountney hill, 

Panisu & fons, Lieirep - Peta for winding up, presentei July 6, directed to be heard 
July 17, Braby & Macdonald, Dacre House, Arundel st, solors for petners. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-pamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

uly 

R. 8. Barker & Co, Limitep —Creditors are required, on or before Aug 13, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars ot their debts and clai >F i 
‘Thornes Bilis, Wakefield. —s oe 

Tasker & Ricnarpson, Liuttep —Creditors are required, on or before Wednesda 
Zt, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or dines 
Walter Fred Har: is, Bank-chmbrs, Parliament st, Hull Woodhouse & Co, Hull solors 
for the liquidator 

Wesrravian Marker Trust, Limtrep—Petn for winding up, presented Jul: directed 
be heard July 17. Paterson, 16, Finsbury circus, solor for the petner, Notice of Ho tl 
ing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of July 16 








Waarnine To inTENDING House Purcuasers AND Lessees.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Tested and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering 
Co. (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee 
guoted on receipt of full narticulars. Established 25 years. ‘lelegrams, 
“Sanitation,” London. Telephone, “‘ No. 316 Westminster.””—[Apvr. ] 


Ciavpe M. Treapwett, Solicitor, of 49, Queen Victoria-street, E.C., 
has taken into partnership C. H. Bernarp Ayiwin as and from July 1, 
1901. The name of the firm is Treadwell & Aylwin.—[Apvr. ] 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 

London Gazette—Fripay, July 5. 
Genes, Lewis Samson, Gt Portland st, Tailor Aug 10 Hart v Gen Kekewic! . 
Benham & Meyer, Laurence hk hill, Geneon of val ee eee # 
Gissons, Avner Maria, Martell 1d, West Dulwich July 26 Ashton udge, 

Rscmn No 835, Royal Courts of Justice Coote, 198, Fleet tn” hem F 
London Gazette,—Turspay, July 9. 


Lowxzpzs, Tuomas, Wetton, Stafford, Farmer July 19 Wells v L 
Hardy, Chellinor, Leek , — + oe So 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette, —Faipay, June 28, 
AprpLeyarD, Epwarp, Pudsey, Yorks, Leather Dealer July 26 Banks & Co, Bradford 
Bartzy, Henry, Pall Mall, Wine Merchant Aug 15 Kingsford & Co, Essex st, 


BittixcHam, Marianne, Dudley July 31 Smith & Co, Dudley 
Bixys, Josavua, Brompton rd, Timber Merchant July 23 Carr, Gt Tower st 
Bincu, Rurert, Touchen End, nr Maitenhead Aug 1 Francis & How, Chesham, 


Buack, Atexanper, Lisbon, Portugal, Merchant July 20 Mason & Co, Lincoln’s inn 
Bopuns, Putirre, Montz-ron, Commune of Toutry, France July 28 Maddisons, Old 


ewry 
Caniss, Tuomas, York Aug9 Dent & S:ruton, York 
Cuarusn, Henry, West Hampstead Aug? Smith & Ellis, Theobald’s rd 
Cranxsoy, Ratra, Bolton, Machine Broker July 31 Halliwell & Halliwell, Darwen 


Coxe, Janes Covnav, Cecile Park, Crouch End, Civil Engineer Aug8 Wild & Wild, 
wrence In, Cheapside 











July 13, 1901, 


Coventry, CaTHARine, Fordingbridge. Hants July 29 Fulton Salisbury 
Carerix, Henry James, Bristol, Horticultural Engineer July 16 Salisbury & Griffit, 


Dow, Jamzs Ramsay, Betchworth, Surrey, Merchant July 31 Wright, Whiteheas, 


grove, ‘ helsea 
Epwarps, Vertue, Woodbridge, Suffolk Aug10 Steward & Rouse, Ipswich 
Foster, Joan. Penkhull, Staffs, Farmer July 23 T & E Slaney, Newcastle, Staffs 
Gorvoy, Jouy, Great Harwood July 31 E & B Haworth, Great Harwood 
Bapprery, Wir11am, Canton, Cardiff, Pipelayer Augl Hunt & Hunt, Cardiff 
Hatt Tuomas Hunver, Wallsend, Joiner July 31 Dickinson & Co, Newcastle on Typ 
Barrer Tuomas Riveway, Teyford July17 Harn & Hearn, Buckingham 
Hearn, Exiza, Duffield, Derbys Aug7 Moore, Duffield 
Hopeson, Joun, Preston, Cachman July 22 Clarke & Co, Preston 
Inso.e, Mania Georaina, Liandaff, Glam Aug 31 Williams, Cardiff 
Jackson, Henry Wy p, Blackheath, Solicitor July 31 Templer & Co, Lombard st 
Kewnnepy, Cuarves Srors, Ulverston, Lancs Augil0 Hart & Co, Ulverston 
Kine, Marruew, Keeo’s yd, Highbury July 20 Reader & Co, Moorgate st 
Knicat, Emma, Horsham July 24 Medwin & Co, Horsham 
Krussmann, Mary, Hastings July 80 Cripps & Co, Tunbridge Wells 
Ler, Evenemia, Sidmouth July 26 Pearce, Devereuc bldgs, Devereux ct, Strand 
Manzi, Cuartes, Grange rd, Bermondsey, Licensed Victualler July 27 Sydney, 
Renfrew 1d, Lamb:th 
MarsHary, Emma, Barsing Aug 31 Bodman, Barking 
Mansvanp, Joseru, Bishopsgate st Without July 31 Baker & Co, Cancon at 
Marvain ANNE AucustA, Leamington July 20 Wright & Co, Leamington 
Mays ALrreep Henry, Barking, Licence H.lder Aug 31 Bodman, Barking 
Moutnevx, Avice, Southport Aug 10 Littler, Manchester 
Moors, germs, Ashton under Lyne, Beerseller July 20 Richards & Hurst, Ashtn 
a, Ts Hassaut, Fenton, Staffs July6 Day, Stoke on Trent 
Nicouini, Ernest Cuarves Antonio, Hal Consul General at Rio de Janeiro, Brazil Aw 


1 Fishers, Eesex st, Stcand 2 
PameEr, ee Wave, Princes av, Muswell Hil', Solicitor Aug 6 Arthur, Queen 
Victoria st 


Peters, GorDoN DonaLvson, Moorgate Works, Moorfields, Contractor July 31 Tay 
tord, Moorgate st : 

Ramos, Isaac, Brondesbury Aug1 Langhams Bartlett’s bldge, Holborn cir 

Ricnarpson, Joan Wittiam Teave, Kirton ia Lindsay, Liacs, Farmer July 26 Howill 
& Son, Kirton in Lindsay Y 

Rose, Cuar.es, Wallasey, Chemist Aug Killey, Liverpool 

Sanverson, Francis Arrnur, Manstie'd, Ir mfounder July 27 Smith, Mansfield 

Sarcinson, Witusam, Barrow in Furness July 19 Fawcett & Unsworth, Morecambe 

Simms, Mary Carouink, Brighton Aug5 Stuckey & Co, Brightoa 

Sximzow, Saran Any, Shipley, Yorks July 31 Skirrow, Shipley 

SmirH, Wiit1am, 8t Helens, Mineral Watec Manufacturer July2) Massey, St Helen: 

Smiruers. Louisa, Anerley Aug 3i Jones, Lu hill 

Storer Witiiam Fosten, Beeston, lronm s Assistant July 27 Tumor & (, 


ottiogbam 
Tay, Mania, Wolverhampton Augl1 Shelton & Co. Wolverhampton 
Tayor, James, Gt Portlaad st, st Marylebome, Bootmaker Augi2z Comins, Gt Port 
land st 


Woopuousk, Mary 4wnv, Sheffield, Beerhouse Keeper July 27 Wiog, Sheffield 
Youna, Joun, Ledbury rd Augi1 Perkins & Westoa, Gray’s inu sq 


London Gazette.—Faipay, July 2. 


Barrett, Hannan, Grasmere, Westmorland July 25 Brown & So, Southport 

BineHam Kuiza Resecca Tunbridge Wells yg Bay | & Co, Bedford row 

Brapsury, Joun, Audenshaw, Lancs July 20 & Hurst, Ashton under Lyne 

Branton, Jane Colchester July 27 Synnot, Manningtree, Essex 

Bureess. WitiiaM, Prestwich, Lancs Aug10 Grundy & Go, Maachester 

BurripGe, AMELIA, Hawkchurch, Devon Augl Forward & Son, Axminster 

CARNE, VAROLINE, Penzance, Cornwall July 29 Borlase & Co, Penzance 

CHAMBERLAIN, JANE, St Osyth, Essex July 31 Page, Colchester 

Ciaytox, Francis WHALEY, New Waldea, Surrey Aug3 J A & HE Farnfield, Lowe 
Thames 


st 

Ciews, Jonny, Aston juxta Birmingham Sept 29 Gute & Canning, Birmingham 
CRANKSHAW, Moses, Bolton, Beerseller Augil Rutter, Bolton 
Davies, GEORGE WILLIAM, Li 1 Augié Horrocts & Uhbristian Jones, Liverpool 
Dixcee, THomas Heney, voanien, July 23 Cohen, Ironmonger In 

ADON, ELLEN, Crookes, Sheffield Augi Broomhead & Co, sheffield 
Kus, Evizaneta Louise, Liverpool Aug8 Quiggin & Brothers, Liverpool 
Exisox, Jouy, Preston July 31 Forshaw & Parker, Preston 
Fagre.t, Jonny, rd July 80 Parkes & Powell, Chancery In 
Fiuvck, Sensoens Granam, Brownswood rd, Finsbury park Aug 2 Mellor & Co, Cole 


man 
Frare, Henry Davin. Brighton, Solicitor July 27 Goodman, Brighton 
Guiuss, WILLIAM Freperick, Gt Ti North Augl Matthews, Hereford 
GRAHAM, ANN, July 15 . Brighton 
Hayman, Epwarp, Wall, nr Lichfield, Staffs, Miller Aug 31 Russell, Lichfield 
Hoimay, Rey WituiAmM Hesry, Bournemouth July 31 Rudall, Watling st 
Ho tt, Jounx, 0 Cloth Shrinker July 27 Witmhurst & Stones, Huddersfield 
Hussaep, Epwarp, Oldham Juty 12 Jidham 
Hompueys, ‘f'Hos Powett, Rhayador, Radoor July 8 Vaughan, Builth 
Jounson, Lypia, Cambrioge July 31 Foster, 
KeEsatu. Josers, Vhoriton cum Hardy, Lancs, Merchant’s Buyer July 13 Watsoné 


Booth, Manchester 
a Joun Ricuanrp Giss, Hoylake, Chester, Army Contractor Aug 14 McKenus 


Leonarp, Taomas, Bristol, Butcher Aug 17 Tarr & Sons, Bristol 

Lorp, Tuomas, Middlesbrough, Timber Merchant July 18 Lewis, Middlesbrough 

Lucas, Jozt, Tavistock, Devon, Mine Agent July 28 Mathews, Lavistock 

Mappock, Rev. Henry Epwarp, Pa ton, You! Augil Woodhouse, Hull 

Marrnews, Jouxn Bath Aug3 Stone & Co, Bath 

MEAsom, Sir GrorGE “AMUEL, Isleworth Augl0 Trinder & Co, Leadenhall st 

Pain, Stivia, Cheltecham Aug 16 > y Cheltenham 

Pootgy, Ricnarp, Norwich Sept 30 K & Co, Norwich 

Raatre, Joe. Van, Fenchurch st, Cigar Merchant Aug1 Mextalls, Martin’s In, Cannon # 

a. ~ Perrer, Northumberland pl, Bayswater Aug7 Palmer & Bull, 
ord row 

Roscoz, Witt1aAm Epwis, Walkden, Lancs, Proprietor Monks & Co, Bolton 

Sicceas, ‘Harves WitiiAm, Catf 4ug15 C & E Woodroffe, Bastcheap 

Starter, Ann CATHERINE, Green Augi2 East, Basinghall st 

SmitH, ANDREW THomAs, Liverpool Aug10 Hosking, aaa 

Suitu, Josep, ton, Brice Manutacturer July 20 ith, Newcastle, Staffs 

THousT, MaRrTHa Any, Colchester July 29 Wi & Denton, 

Turnsunt, hema Russert, Reigate aug 1 New Bank bidgs, Old Jewry 

Wartsox, Hayiock, Ely Aug2 Archer & Archer, El 

Wivsr,gam, Louisa, ley, Bucks July 29 Brodie & Bonham- » Regent st 

Wicuscron, THomas Twickeph:m Augi2 East Buasinghall st 

Wricur, Jonx, Vastield, Yorks, Draper Augi3 Bury & Walker, Barnsley 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fruipvay, July 5. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Amster, ARTHUR. Shipley, Yorks, Watchmaker Bradford 


Pet July1 Ord July 1 at 12 30 bg fF, Berrid: 
Anprews, WATER Pomme, Eastbourne High Court | Sronz Jocura, Conmbend. 
Pet March 11 Ord July 1 Off Rec, 
BEnnNeEtTT, Ss = Grimaby, Picture Frame Manu- Seentan son we 
facturer Gt Grimes! ~ 4 Pet June 20 Ord July 1 at 10.30 
BergsrorD, Hucu me Beaumont cres, West | Tayton a NRY, 
Kensington High Court May 25 Ord July 2 15at3 Off Rec, 
Bestow, Tuomas Isaac, Nottingham, Florist Nottingham | Warsox, Jamzs Renney. and 
Pet July1 Ord July i Kingston upon Hull, Bhipt 
Benasese. So0e, Batley, Yorks Dewsbury Pet July 1 Rec, Trinity House In, Hull 


iyi 
BuckxincHam. CHARLES, Luton, Straw Hat Manufacturer 
Luton PetJuly3 Ord as 
Caupwe.l, Harry, Chippen ews, Paddington, Cab 
Repairer Hii gh Court I Per guy 3% Ord July 3 
CLAPHAM. as Brighton High Court Pet April 24 


Ord May 6 


Cox, Wansax Josern, Great Dodford, 


Bricklayer West Bromwich Pet duis 3 Ord 

Davis, GrorcE, 7 ee p aoanaat Vi Ms ole 
ve m et July 2 Oxd July 

Epwakps, ax Lis , Cheshire, Vecuination Officer 
Birbephead Pet July 2° Ord Jul 


ForsyTH, Joun G, ie, Timber Merchant Liverpool 
- sean. een ke Veter. @ 

x, Samus newy: ore ley, Glam, 

‘0 yy By Me 7, » Grocer 
ma... ~ Jon Folk: -y- Datcongee Canterbury Pet 
July1 Ord Jul 


72 Pet 

Jones, Ricwarp, Bridgend, Glam, Confectioner Cardiff 
Pet June 28 

Lemix, JAMES, Redrath. _—_ Confectioner Truro 
Pet July 2 Ord July 2 

Lewis, Maurice, Lewieham Tigh we, Kent, Tailor Green- 
wich Pet Junell Ord J 

Lone, SAmvuEt CHRISTOPHER, Houthees, Toy Dealer Ports- 
mouth Pet July 2 Ord July 2 

Maxrcuant, Samvuei, Liverpool, aeGing Manufacturer 
Liverpool Pet June 15 Ord July 3 

Morcan, Danixt, Bhymney, Mon, Draper Tredegar Pet 
Juy2 Ord July 

Owen, OwEn, ——  pempes Builder Aberystwith 


BrEresrorp, 


Bestow, 


Wells Pet 
Cox, 
yer 


Moogueap, James, Cardiff, Shipping Agent Baokruptcy 


Rutland, Baker July 12 
st, Leicester y 
, Grocer July 13 at 11 


eee Victualler July 12 
& loan Tobacconist July 
Bolton 


ICHARD My ny Bip, 
Jul Off 





Amended notice substituted for that pied t in the 
London Gazette 


of July 2 


Hame, Grorce Wuairrietp, Lo 
9 at 10.30 Lovewell Blake, South 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


eeper 
Brear.ey, James, Batley, Y 
Ord July 1 


CaupwELL, Mees, Chippenham mews, Pad 
Repairer High Court Pet July 3 Oud Sele 8 


Cook, James Hersert, 


AmB.er, {—— Bhipley, Watchmaker Bradford Pet 
July1 Ord July 1 
we. Ay Estuer, Gt bes yO Picture Frame 

facturer Gt Grimsby Pet June 20 Ord July 2 
Seton Rosert De La Pork 
oe ee ous Pet ye 
nHoMAS Isaac, Nottingham, Floris ottingham 
B re pone tS Mit et Se le, Money- 
LACK, WILLIAM JAMES Gorpox, Mitre ‘em 

lender High Court Pet May ." 


Bourton, cae Henry, Lydiard ? Millincnt, Witte, Beer- 
h K iwindon Pet Ord July 2 
Yorks Dewsbury Pet Suly 1 


June 5 


Cuance, Jonny Rosert Crayton, Al 
der hill Wandsworth Pet May 21 Onl July 


She Mallet, Sones, 
May 23 rt July 
WitiiaM —— Dodford, nr Bromegro’ 
Brickla: ~~ eR Pet July 3 Ord July 3° 
CraicEn, JAMES yon Ww Green 1 
Pet June 28 Ord Tul 2 
Builder 


Pet Mav 31 Ord J ——— et 
i von, Bemaron, Mon, Draper Tredegar Pet | P™*Fine'a9 "Ord July 2 
uly uly 1 
PaircHArp, Rosert _Epwanrp, Lisnfairpwligwyogyll, Baroce. Jaume, Caamms Hasay 


a anew 7 , a2 Ord June 2 

ILEY, ILLIAM ARTHUR, cott, “a Corn Mer- 
chant Derby Pet aes oe 

Suarr, Joszern §ipNeEy, a= Yorks, Commercial 
Traveller Dewsbury Pet July 1 Orda Jul 

Taytor, G@rorck Henry, Tigh, Lan ~~ 
Bolton Pet July 1 Ord June 

Wittiams, Grorcs, Northam: pion, Meno BA North- 
ampton Pet Jul Ord Jul y2 

oe ya Oldham, Builder Oldham Pet June 29 


FIRST MEETINGS. com See, Se 
iets N Lemix, Jam 
A ge — paiites. Jeweller July 12 at 2.30 Off J ry Ord July 2 
Anninn A, , Bipey, Vor, Watchmaker July 12 at Lone, Samvet . Curistorxer 
row, Bradford July2 Ord July 2 

‘aS Warne? Herman, he ey July 16 at 2.30 | Moncax, Danizt, Sw, 

Bankru bldgs, Carey st July 2 Ord July 2 
Bunssronp, Hvexn Weer, Beaumont West | Pxircnarp, Roserr 


ensington Jul 3e0t 2 _Bankru cy bldégs. Carey st 
e.. 2 aly 12 at 2.30 Off 
Bo — — L diard Millicent, W: 
URTON, DAavip wry, Ly mt, Wilts, Beer- 
houre Keeper | July 12 at 12 Off Rec, 38, Regent 
circus, 
Brake, Witu1am, Chedzo Yeoman Jul 
m= u y, Semarest, y 12 at 


» High st, 
was yy Auranp, Bedford Bedford, Florist July 12 at 12.30 
C, 
Bruce, CHartes Epwinx Fomatae Genent Dealer Jul 
12 at 11.80 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st Newonstle on f 
Burwe.1, oe age = Kingston ull, 
veller 12 at 11.30" OR Rec, 
Trinity House In, Hull , 
CLAPHAM, 3" Brighton July 16 at 12 Bankruptcy 
Cason,” James Rosert, West Green rd, Tottenham, 
16 at 3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, 


July 2 


July 1 


Surrie.p, Jonny, 


Anglesey, Grocer 


Pet July2 Ord July 2 


Hau, a, = Folk 


Ord July 1 


Fishmonger Canterbury Pet 
Hamoix, CHaries, Warminster, Wilts, Coal Merchant 
Frome P. 


et June 11 Ord July 2 
Glam, Confectioner Cardiff 


Draper Tredegar Pet 


Epwakp, jdnthyetipzseet, 
Bangor Pet June 29 June 29 
Corn Merchant 


Bitey, Wituau fam Dray 
erby Pet J _ 


Ord Jul fe 


Bos: UBICE, rd, Stig’: Edmonton, Draper 
Eamonton degen Ord Jul 


Suarr, Joszrn Sypwey, 
veller Dewsbury 
Worcester, 
Pet June 27 Ord Jul ly 2 
Taytor, Grorcz Henry, Leigh, 
Pet Julyi Ord July 1 
bate hs 
ton July2 Ord July 2 


London Gazette.—Tvrspay, July 9. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Asmse, Rosen, Halifax, Jeweller Halifax Pet July 1 

- es Peterborough Lincoln Pet June 13 

strd,Grindery Dealer High 


Morley, 


orks, Commercial 
pectin! ‘Ord July 
Licensed Vi ictualler Wor- 


Newsagent Northamp- 


Bank, Glazier Derby Pet 


Deeper July 
emple av 
Epuonps, JasPEr, Suinien, Farmer July 12at11.30 Of — a 
r Swindon Bauuan, ee James st, Cannon 
rrrox, J Jon i, Burley, Clogger July 12 at 3 Off 2 Court 5 ha ES Ord July 5 
po TER Cockermouth, Tanner July 19 at 2 45 =~ ry ood Sule 


Court house, Cockermouth 
Goopmay, T 8 Puituip, Swindon, Painter July 12 at 
circus, Swindon 


ll Off 88, Regent 
Grov rm — Kidderminster, Butcher July 16 at 2.15 


ursfield, Solicitor, 12, Oxford st, Kidder- 

omit, G, Dean at, Bebo, VV Keeper July 17 

Hux, R Margxuam, a <. July 17 at 12 
Hunter, Caroening, Depler July 1 

330 Of Ree, i, Half, General D neg 


Hosznopas, Jane, and Ester ie l, 
68 July 12 at 2.30 Off Rec, 14, aoe 
Lass, AMES ILLIAM, . N Farmer 
July 18 at 12 Off see, 8, King st, Norwich 
Lrzps, OcLanpER @zornck MoxTacu iz, B 
Solicitor July 12 at 1.30 Off Rec, 
a ¢ Sanvuet Canisroruer, Sou' 





thsea, Toy Dealer Juls 12 
Cam! 
Muto Bebe ena a Se 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey at 


ee Agent July 16at12 


BERT 


Brapy, Frepericx 
July 4 


= Brighton Pet June 26 Ord 


y4 
Brontz, Tom Evcene Paipgavx, AmproszE WHITEHEAD, 
Ro: tractors 


Ouiver, West 


a ey - 7g ™ 
Pet July 4 
Capiz, WILLIAM AMBROSE, 
PetJuly6 Ord J 


CHAPMAN, 

Yarmouth Pet J 

Cooke, Bryan GrorcEe B.. Colomendy, nr Mold, a =| 
Colonel in HM Chester Pet June 20 


oo JOsEPH, 





Army 


Ord July 4 
Ord July 6 


Devens & Devereux, Brook 
High 


Pet June 26 Ord July 5 
West Bromwich, Fitter West 


- Painter Leicester 
Y > Ob: noth Farmer Gt 
Ord Ji July 4 


pce 


uly 5 
Cortert, WituiAm Henry, Pembroke Dock, Licensed 
Victualler Pembroke Dock Pet July 6 Ord July 6 
Fruiterer Walsall Pet 


—. be Sheffield, File Grinder Sheffield Pet 
st, Benoves sq, Tailors 


urt Pet June12 Ord July 5 








ay, Gt Yarmouth 


Earook, 
Waricar Earock, and Tuomas WinwarpEarock, 
Grocers Bolton Pet Junell Ord 


Epwarps, Grorce, Liscard, Vaccination Officer Birken- 


Pet July 2 og 
Fox, SAMUEL, a Seerreee Ogmore Valley, Glam, Grocer 


Southsea, Toy Dealer 


a Ret ey 3 


12 at 11 


Sune July 


ORSLEY, 


ainaten, Cab 
rg gdne, | Laven- 
‘Builder 


SAMUEL 
West- 


Tobacconist 


|, Con! 


Soiomon, p Ane 
Vorporation st, 


[Vol. 45.] 661 
Frank Ernest Warts, Cardiff, 


Tobacconist 
Ord July 4 


Exu1s, 
Cardiff Pet J 

Haynes, 

- mouth Re 4 J 

UMPHREYS, WiLLiaM Gzoncs, Alvaston, 
Fishmonger Derby Pet July 4 ge 
in Furness, Job Lot Buyer 


Coventry Pet July 


Kyaca, Atrrep, Barrow 
Ulverston PetJuly5 Ord June 5 
Grocer 


as, Luton, 
Pet July rs * Ord July 4 
Mvyens, Geenen Henry. Abbev gdns, StRaate Wood, 
‘Tuabridge 7. Pet J os July 1 
Piacott, Henry, Masons’ Arm st Regent st, 
oy Ge Keeper Court Pet July 6 Ord 
Reaguen, Joun Wittiam. Cardiff, Tobacconist Cardiff 
Pet Juve Ord July 3° 
Bicuarpsox, Frances, Sheffield, Tobacconist Sheffield 
Pet May 256 y4 
Sart, ALBERT, Salford, Merchant Salford Pet 
July5 Ord July 
Sav. Jonatuan, New ae Northumberland, Cabinet 
P af, Drayton hy Pet June 19 Ord July 4 
COTT, ton gdns, Kensington High Court 
8 Laem ue 1 Urs, Regent parade, North Finchley. 
HIPWRIGHT, WALTER, ‘s i 
s = . ae Pet July 4 one en July aS 
> AVIS, —— Brighton 
Pet Juoe 17 Ord J 
Suirn, ANASTATIA, Bradlord, Costumier Bradford Pet 
July 3 Ord July 3 
Srorcess, — 's rd, Peckham, Dramatic Author 
Court Pet May 21 Ord July 4 
Tuomas, WILLIAM nnn and a epg ® yoy 
Torquay, July 4 4 
Wuittock, eo Lawson, Bristol, Tobacconist Brishot 
Pet July6 Ord July 6 
Wage, sarees Came Berks, Saddler Oxford 
Pet July5 Ord J 
pom ‘ainiaeen, 
Bercu, Jesse, Leek, Staffs, Miller July 16 at 11.30 Off 
Rec, King Edward st, Macc! Macclesfield 
Bzstow, jomas Isaac, Ni » Florist July 16 at 
1 Rec, 4, Castle p! 
Brear.ey, James, Batiey, Yorks July 18 at 12 Off Rec, 
Bank chmbrs, Batley 
Bucxincuam, Cuasces, Luton, Straw Hat Manufacturer 
Cc ~ heal {oy ~~ Paddington, Cab 
AUDWELL, HARR mews, . 
suly ‘6 at t. Bankruptcy bldge, bi Ml 
=~ » Col 
~—h —S New- 


Davies, Davip aeons, ye 
Agent July 17 at ll 


ve, sowpest ng 3 
‘estgate chmbrs, Newport, Mon 
Duncan, WiLtiam yon, and Grorce Manson, Cardiff, 


Hairdressers July 17 ati2 117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 
Evens, Mary, Guevara Grocer July 16 a 12.45 Off 
Fonsrrn, Joun G, Bootle, Timber Merchant July 17 at 

230 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Li 
Fox, Samvukt, Glam, Grocer 
July 19 at 12.30 117, 


i, Braet, Ggmors Valiy 
Gusn, ALEXANDER. Winsford, AWN July 16 at 12 Off 


bg J Folkestone, Fish July 2 at®9 Off 
‘ALL, JOHN, monger a 
Rec 68, Castle at, Canter’! f 


Haw ay, Josern, ws Martuew Haw ey, Colne, Builders 
July 16 at 3.15 Off Rec, By. Byrom st, Manchester i 
Lodging house Keeper - 4 
Asnanan Buon, M High st, 

ae a , Yorks, Overlooker 
July 18 at 11 ee maak 


Batley 
Henson, pnt _~—+ We chinghas 16at12 Off Rec, 


4, Castle 
Joxas, B ee a Confectioner July 18 at 
2.80 


117, &t Mary 
He 


Hayn i “~ 


Off Rec, 

Mappock, Jonx Henry La U terer 
Jaly 18 at 10.30 Off hea, 06 Wietoria Livery 
Nassir, Pavt ne, 

Commission Ag 


ortedown 
July 16 at 2.30 ae 


Nicuoison, Henry Wuat.ey, Aldershot Camp, a 
: HM army July 17 at 12 ag te hy 


Nos.ert, Marrsew, Blackburn, Corn Miller July 17 at 
0.30 County 


1 vourt house, Blackburn 
Pore. Coe, Mop Exchange, Southwark, Solicitor July 


bldgs, st 
Pask, Asta T, Essex July 17 at 3 95, Temple 
chm ay, 
Pzacr, VERNON, eld, Printer's Engineer July 16 at 


ln, Sveftield 
YOR, eninge 


oe oy Joun, Pontymister, neni July 17 at 
30 Off Ree, ‘Westgate chmbrs. Mon 
inc, Maker 


Anrccr, Birmingham, 
July 17 at 2. “1%, Cerporation st, 
ae Batpwiy +E Sansloedill. Mechanic 
gue 11 Off Rec, 23, King Edward st, Macclesfiela 


Handforth, 
ay yh — i. —_ -- 
Saut, Market pl New Bagg Northumberland, Cabinet 
Maker July 16 at Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, 
Newcastle on Tyne 


Suupsoy, H Travis, Chichester, Corn Merchant July 17 at 
3.30 Chichester 
SmirH, ANASTATIA, a Costumier July 17 atll Off 


w, Bradford 
, Tailor July 17 at 11 





Picton, Percivat 


it Oe 


174, 
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Srezt, Cuartes Bazatcetrte, Newport, M Bridge 
Engineer sly 37 at 12.20 Off Reo, Westgate chmbrs, 


Marlborough, Coal Merchant July 19at 2 Off 
88, Regent cir. Swindon 


SULLIVAN, i Ene ‘Widnes, Grocer July 17 at 12 Off 
Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Varentixe & Co, Tooley st, Produce Commission Mer- 
chants July 17 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Weaves. Nicnotson Joszru, Birchin In, Company Pro- 
moter July 18at230 Ban’ dgs, 5 

Wit.iams, Gzorcz, Northampton, Newsagent July 17 at 
11.30 ‘Off Ree, Bridge st, Northampton 


ADJUDICATIONS, 
Amey, Fayest, Halifax, Jeweller Halifax Pet July 1 
Ord July 1 ” . 


y 
BannistER, Joun, Matlock Bank, Derbys, Plumber 
Derby Pet July4 Ord July 4 
Buiiivant, Witi1Am Rosinson, onsale = Tyne New- 
castleon Tyne Pet Jane27 Ord J 
——. A. Awmprosr, Leicester, "Time Leicester 
mes Ord July 6 
ae. ENRY FREDERICK, om, eae, Farmer Gt 
oe — ——< Ord J r+ 
OK, HERBERT Kempatt, Marylebone rd High Court 
Pet Ma Oia July 5 xd 
Cogtett, Witt1am Henry, Pembroke Dock,- Licensed 
Victualler Pembroke Dock Pet July 6 Ord —-? 
as ~ ~Toye ~' by Staffs, Fruiterer Walsall Pet 
y4 
Davinsy Bilston, Staffs, Licensed Victualler 
Wolverhampton Pet July 2 Ord July 4 
ee ee Sheffield, File Grinder Sheffield Pet 


FRANK ll Watts, Cardiff, Hairdresser 
diff Pet July4 Ord July4 
Francis, Arruurn Stpprorp, Berkeley st, Piccadilly, 
Solicitor High Court Pet April 29 "Ona uly 5 
Guegmani, Givtio, Dean st, Soho, - (cs Keeper 
h Court Pet June 3 . ow 
— ee Southsea, Lod: rd eve Keeper Ports- 
_ oe July 5 --, J A 
eapamam, ILLIAM none, vaston, Derby Derb: 
Pet July 4 Ord July 4 Srmgleece: 
Horst, Sypnry § New sq, Lincoln’s i —— Solicitor’s 
Clerk h Court Pet Junei4 Ord Jul: 
Joxzs, Toomas Wiit1am, West Bromwich, Carn Merchant 
est Bromwich Pet April 27 Ord July 5 
» Grocer Coventry Pet 


6 

Moyk, Frayxcis H E, Streathbourne rd, U; Tootin; 

Wandsworth Pet May 23 OrdJulyé . 

Myers, Gzorcz Henny, Abbey gdns, St John’s aa 
Farmer Tunbridge Wells Pet July1 Ord July 1 

— Te pny yin. Engineer Guildford Pet May 

uly 6 

PEAcE, vanaen Sheffield, Printer’s En ffi 

i cone aes ae, inter’s Engineer Sheffield 


July1 Ord Jul: 
Piacort, Hznry, 


N 
rez, 


Ex.is, 





rm Mon, Draper Tredegar Pet 


st, Regent s, tag Stable 
eeper ane Gos Pet July5 Ord Ji “yd 

Batt, ALBERT. Pendleton, Salford, Lancs, Merchant Bal- 
ford Pet July5 Ord July 5 

Sau, JonatHan, New Benweill, Northumberland, Cabinet 
Maker NewcastleonTyne Pet June 19 Ord July 5 

Surpwrieut, WATER, = Finchley, Stationer Barnet 
Pet July4 Ord July 

> H Travis, Chichester, Corn Merchant Brighton 
Pet June17 Ord July 6 

Suirn, Anastatia, Bradford, Costumier Bradford Pet 
July3 Ord July 3 

Sotomox, Apranam, Birmingham, Tailor Birmingham 

Pet June25 Ord July 3 
Siena Qrorcz, Camden st sy Town, Builder High 
8 Court a ~_~ ¢? Ord July 
YSON, ANK, at AMES onal Cuiincn, Saeeapett, 

Outfitters Liverpool Pet June21 Ord July 4 

Tuomas, Wiutiam Samvuet, and Arraur Gaskin THomas, 
Torquay, gers Exeter Pet July Ord July4 


Tomkins, GrorcE uy Iiford, Builder High Court Pet 
Sept 22 Ord J : hein F 


Wuirt, _ aay Grest Portland st, Licensed Victualler 

wi Comet Pet "abi 11 Ord ively & " ford 
ILLIAMS. ENERY, in 

Pet July5 Ord Jul ee 


ae 








All letters intended for publication in the 
** Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s, WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
268. ; by Post, 28s. Soxrorrors’ JOURNAL, 


26s.; by Post, 28s Volumes bownd at the 


office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 





WANDSWORTH COMMON.—A valuable Freehold Pro- 


entitled to vacant possession. 
ESSRS. DANIEL WATNEY & SONS 
are instructed to SELL the above by AUCTION, 
at the MART, E.C., on THURSDAY, Lag 25 NEXT. 
Particulars of 


Meaare. F & Co., 8 
110, Cannon-street, E. j and (with orders to view) of the 
Auctioneers, 38, read 


FOLKESTONE (next Sato), 5S 
To be SOLD, pursuant to an Order of the igh 
Justice—In re Christy v. Smith, 1901 (M. No. 

590).—With the approbation of Mr. Justice Farwell, by 
Me. DANIEL WATNEY (ot _ firm of 
Messrs. Daniel Watney & Sons) > gues 
sonsiees | by the said Jutee). at the. MART, Tok ouse- 
yard, London, engi on THURSDAY, JULY 25, 1901, at 
Two o’clock, th rtions of the CATCHPOOL 
ESTATE, cuneieting on of fre building and accommoda- 
tion land, situate near Folkestone Central and Shorncliffe 
Railway Stations, the whole containing about 105 acres, in 
numerous lots, as follows : 

Lots 1 to 4 will comprise Coolinge Farmhouse, Buildings, 
and Land, containing altogether 36a. 3r. 1p., in the occupa- 
tion of Mr. Charles Heritage. 

Lot 5.—Newington Field, at the foot of the Cheriton 
Hills, near Danton Farm, and containing 8a. 2r. 38p. 
Yearly tenancy. 

Lot 6.—The ” Cheriton Brick and Tile Works, containing 

.» With Cottages and Buildings. Let on lease. 

—Arable Land, — the Folkestone 

= Station, containing together 9a.0r.14p. Yearly 


Lot 3. —Two Cotten « -— a ” of Building Land, at 
Broadmead, containing la 

Lots 10 and 11—Two pen a ~-— Land, adjoining, 
overlooking the golf links, and containing together 15a. 3r. 
a Yearly tenancy. 

ts 12, 13, and 14.—Building Land, between Shorncliffe- 

road and the railway, containing together about 11 acres. 

Printed particulars and conditi —p sale may be obtained 
of Mr. Charles Heritage, Coolinge Farm, Folkestone; of 
Messrs. Druces & Attlee, elicitors. 10° 10, Billiter-square, 
London, E.C. ; and of the Auctioneers, 33, Poultry, London, 








By order of Trustees—-CLAPHAM-COMMON, over- 
looking one of the beth poate of the common, and the view 
beyond extending to the Crystal Palace.—Ose of the five 
palatial Freehold Family cea, lately described as The 
be but p4 aa No. 44 44, a Clapham 

mmon. roached by a carriage drive, a 
Bhic y f trees and shrubs. 


e accommoda’ _— entrance hall, 
aabie drawing-room 42ft. . 1 10in., lofty dining- 
room 27ft. by 17ft., study, seem, 5 10 tage (some 
of large size), four w.c. a ~~ S tile-paved 
terrace, conveniently-arranged obo oO &e. At 
the rear is a well-shadea garden, with entrance to 
stabling and coach-house, with living-rooms over, 
known as No. 2, The Cedars-mews. 

In the occupation of the representatives of the late Dr. 
J. A. Dunbar, at £140 ne annum, but —_ possession at 


Christmas next, or y arraDgemen 
ESSRS. DANIEL. WATNEY & SONS 
are instructed to SELL the above by AUCTION, at 


the MART, To! Eenre, I sy ., on THURSDAY, 
JULY 25, at pig At ° — J ecm 
Particulars ces k stim, Solicitors, 10, 


Billiter- ee oO “al - orders to view) of * the 
Auctioneers, 33, Poultry, E. 


BLOOMSBURY, ax ond _Wast CENTRAL 
For Houses, Flats (amined, 9 or unfurnished), Shops, 





Offices, Business Pr ing Sites, Ground- 
rents, &c., to be LE fa SOLD apply to 
HETW YND, LLOYD, and DEANE, 


Avoriosznas, Vavzns, &e,, 
THE WEST CENTRAL HOUSE & ESTATE AGENCY, 
9 & 10, SoUTHAMPTON-STREET, BLOOMSBUBY-SQUARE, W.C, 
Estates Managed, Rents Collected. Mortgages Arranged. 
Property can be included in our Monthly SALES at the 
MART upon exceptionally advantageous terms, 
Every Description of Business Undertaken. 
Telepone : 2416 Gamat. Sigua: ious, sanien, 
ESSRS. HERRING, SON, & DAW, 
AUCTIONEERS, ESTATE AGENTS, VALUEBRS, 
Sanitary and Mortgage Surveyors, 
IRONMONGER LANE, CHEAPSIDE, E.C., 
308, BRIXTON HILL, 8.W., and 
17, WESTERN ROAD, BRIGHTON. (Established 1773.) 


ESSRS. H. GROGAN & CO., 101, Park- 
street, Grosvenor-square, beg to call the attention of 
intending Purchasers to the many attractive West-End 





SALE at the MABT, E.C., WEDNESDAY, JULY, %, 1901. 
ILFORD-HILUL.—By Order of 


of Executors of the late Mr. 
W. B. Hayéen.—A valuable P , known as 
Chiswick House and The Bakery, ae. ‘comprising 
two double-fronted yards, and 


also the valuable Goodwill-in'Trade of the 


stabling ; 
baker’ business of 54 
Solicitor, J. Somer, ine. &-- 3 House, Basinghall. 


avenue, E.C. 

CLAPHAM ROAD.—By Order of the Mortg Mestyngere—£ 
eommanding Residences, enous as Ses. 1 ont 2, oa. 
mansions; each contains 14 rooms, offices ; 

No. 1 has been re- decorated throughout. re een 
occupation ; No. "9 is let at ig leases 74 years; ground- 
— and £19.—Solicitors, Messrs. Digby & Liddle, 28 


SUTTON.—Lower Cheam.—A valuable Freehold Build- 
Cander Green 


Beat “Bellare, 2 18 acres ; ri for immediate develop- 
ment Messrs. E. C, Rawlings & Butt, 2, 

DRESTON. © 0 valuable Leasehold Shops and 
Dwelling-houses, known as No. 74 and 76, Balls Feabeusl: 
a ae shop ; both let at £40 per apnum ; 
leases 3 ground-rent £10 each. 

MOXTON. capital Shop and Dwelling-house, kaowa 
as No. 5, South-street, New North-road ; it contains 7 rooms 
and sbop; ae oe ees lease about 26 years; 
ground-rent £6 6s. 

Solicitors, Messrs. Field, Roscoe, & Co., 36, Lincoln’s-inn- 


fields, W.C. 

aah hoe oem — 4 ape Severe 3 age 
uilding Site, hav: a frontage of about 

Northcote-road, ~ oe of about 63ft. to Broom- 

wood-road ; a tine nite for the erection of shops or business 

premises. —Bolicitors, oo. Monro, Slack, & Jepps, 31, 


Queen Victoria-street, E. 

ILFORD. —Two Capital ear Houses, known as 80 
and 84, Thorold-road ; each contains 3 bedrooms, bath (h. 
a ¢.5s 2 sitting-rooms, kitchen. &c. ; dens ; 7 £0 is 

-—. No, 84 let at — . J» L. Mason 


Co., Gresham-street, 
povetas YOUNG & Co. will SELL 
the above by AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse- 
a ag E.C.,on WEDNESDAY, JULY 24, 1901, at TWO 


ee and conditions of male may be x.” of the 
respective — or of the A 
street, Bank, E. 








MARGATE, 
Fa benno Land 1 Companion Land ‘Bpeculator: 8, ont others, 
—— Estate, with two miles of existing 
capable of easy development. 
Nes PRO THEROE “e. MORRIS will 
A 4 7 AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse- 
E.C., arent, JULY 19, 1901, at TWO 
waloek tn Ons in One or more Lots :— 
THE VALUABLE SOOLD ESTATE 


known 
VINCENT FARM, 
t Seaside Town and 
BOROUGH OF MARGATE, 
having views extending to the sea. 
Good Detached Residence with amp'e accommodation ; 
excellent modern Farm Buildings, area about 


ithin easy walking distance Taee distance of Hamagate, Pegwell B 
wi Ww a 
Minste F Junction, and Wes ° . 


possesses a! mar 
TWO MILES OF FRONTaGE TO PARISH ROADS, 
and in nage of the rapid development of Margate in this 
ey the prospective value of the Estate in the near 
‘uture for 


BUILDING PURPOSES 

cannot be over-estimated. 

Particulars and conditions, wi ginws, ob ns, ctalastte at the 
Mart, E.C.; of Messrs. Downer & Solicitors, 114, 
Union-court, Old Broad-street, EO. re of the Auc- 
tioneers and Land Agents, 67 and 68, Cheapside, E.C. 





KENSAL RISE, N.W. 
By Order of the Mortgagees. 
Four minutes from Kensal Rise Station, with capital service 
of trams, Exceptional Investment in sound Freehold 


ESSRS. PROTHEROE & MORRIS will 
SELL by AUCTION, at the MART E,C, on 
FRIDAY, JULY 1 19, at TWO o'clock, oo — 


Feur Imposing Blocks 0 
FREEHOLD pane FLATS, 


Nos. 1 To = CHAMBERLAYNE MApeEOnS, 
Chamberlayne by sgt roe ewes 


Also thi 
FIVE DOCBLEETRONTED ED SHOPS, 
with 15 SETS OF SELF-CONTAINED FLATS over, 
Nos. 1 To 20, THE QUAD ', at the corner of Kilburn- 
lane, Tho whele ist ond, peotusiog 0 total sent voll of 
£1,446 PER ANNUM, 


Landlord paying ou 
Particulars may be had'at the j of Mesars. North & 


Solicitors, 4, East Parade. Leeds ; of Mesars. V: 
Vincent, Bolicitors, 20, Budge-row, E.C.; and of the 
Auctioneers, 67 and 68, Cheapside, E.C. 
OULee, HORSEY, SONS, & CASSELL, 
11, BILLITER me eacam. LONDON, E.C. 
AUCTIONEERS,  VALUERS, AND SURVEYORS 
MILLS AND MANUF ACTORIES, 


PLANT AND MA 
WHARVES AND WAREHOUSES. 








Honses which they have for Sale. Particulars on applica- 
tion, Surveys and Valuations attended to. 


Telegraphic Address—“ Futizn, Horssv, Lonpox.” 


Telephone No. 746 Avuxvus. 
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